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outreach programs adainistered by the CoBnunity. Services Prograa are 
assessed in this report. Part One exaaines extensxve deaographic ^ata 
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- ■ 'in October of 1977, the College President initiated the Performance 
ImpriDvement Plan by assigning .the four divisions specific data gather- 
ing and assessment responsibilities. The Community Service Division, . 
' which administers all of " Chemeketa ' s evening, weekend and outreach' 
programs,. was asked . ■ 

\ \ to gather and display demographic data- relevant to program planning 

^ to display course offerings by geographical location thi^oughout the . 
: \ D^istrict- c ^ \/ - - 

'-'to. assess program quality from the perspective of students,^ 
. -^ instructors and administrators ' \ • 

_ to determine program strengths and weaknesses - ' ^ 

\ - to determine the effectiveness of advisory committees to Divtsion- 
• ; programs - - ■ - ' ' - 



-?h]S report fulfills that assignment. 
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COLLEGE DISTRICT 



Popul.atlori • * . . 

' Iri past clecades , population growth in the tri-county area has been both rapid 
and consistaht. This growth has averaged a little over 26 percent a decade' since 
1940i while the ^population has increased between '21 and 30 percent. Current 

/ projectiphs. suggest that the population Will continue to grow; however.," at ^ 
-slower rate.' . . ^ . . . 



Total Population July 
■ ' • .1976 



260,400 



Projected j % 



1980 
284.494 



I 



1 



Increase 
9.2 



Projected ! % 
-1985 . j Increase 



313,830 I ^8.3 



The* pro'portional increase of the district's population residing in the urban 
centers ofl the three counties has paralleled the general increase in population. 
Th^ urban population 'has risen from 36 percent in T940 to 62 percent in 1976." 
These statistics indicate that urban growth eo^ceeds rural growth, and that no 
new urban centers -have developed frjom* the smal l towns in the distMct, 

PM: ' - : P0PUlJ\TlbN3Y^iZE D URBAN ' ' , 




- v^:^ - ; .50^000 & OVER 

10..000 - 49;999 
: 2.50D- 9.9991 

- : ■ xooo -■a.w ; 

\ . ' 999 & UNDER 

V V " . UNINCORPORATED^ 

; ■ . ■* ior20% 3brw'50% 

Population changes throughout the^di strict are due primarily to migration. 



t:: Population 


thanae 


r 






Net Change 


Natural 
Increase 


■ Net 

" Migration 


% Due to 
Migration 




8000 


1455 , 


65^tS 


81.8 



These"^fl5ures chiefly represent an influx of new residents into the Tri-Gounty 
area rather than out migration to ©then areas. ^. ^ ^ 
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. , DEMOGRAPHIC- DATA . ' 

'•TKii:sectilon of the Program Improvement Plan presents the disp-lay of the 
demography of -the Ghemeketa Conrnunity College District. The purpose of 
col Tfectihg, displaying and analyzing this data is to set a framework from 
which .to ask spetific questions about current and future programming for 
coljege cl assies and services i , ^ 

The data was collected Tn~three~generaT cTa^^ .charac- 
teristics. Economic characteristics, and 'Educational characteristics.' They 
ar^'presented first in a composite of the College District, then by. units: 

mhlll Counties. It ts the intent of this section to . 



Marion, Polk, and Yamhl 

set a historical baiis to the data-i, display collected data 
-cr-1tical -questions that the data suggest. ' ' — 



and formulate 



" — - * -- 
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The inedlan age- of residents in the college district was 28.8 years in 1970. 
Currently if is 29.5 years, which suggests the median age of residents tn »the 
dlstrjct.is rising. At the same time, the birth rate' is declining, and it is< 
increasingly difficult to predict wheh/if couples will choose to have .children. 
Further, the number of children becoming school age is ^leclining in> proportion 
1^ the niimbers of. residents entering th^ 25 to 35 age groupings. 

Age of population 

30% 

17 SOUNDER 



1' \ * A-^p^' / 






I ^ 57% i 




\ IS-etf YEARS / 





The median number of school years- completed by residents of the tri-county area 
was; 12.^6 years in 1970.. The national average was 12.2 years. Despite the- 
avarage attainment. there were a, number of district residents^ who completed ■ 
^far less formal education: ' - " 



Adults. With 4th Grade Education or Less 
Adul ts Not Fini shed 'Hi'ghiSchool 



3,552 V 
50,017 . 



The same census showed that. 6.5% of all district aduHs.were enrolled in 
continuing education. 



Almost paradbxica,lly, .the tri-county cumulative percentage of high school . 
- dropouts has been increasing rapidly. State Depar;tment of-.Educati on. records 
rr of , participating school districts indicate that the dropout rate in the tri- 
- counties cwas 12.5% in 1971.. In 1975 it was 28.5%. , ' 



^ Htghu School ^ ' 








r /Graduations: 


. 5-Year Average 


1975 ' 


1976 


Percent students . " 
'Enrolled grade nine 


/ ' 77.96 , ^ 


73 .'53 ^ 

1 


75^06 



The number of children in the tri-cqunty publit^schools increased until 1971.- 
Since then there has been a slow stabilization of school enrollments. • . 

Economy . ■ " ' ■ ' ■ . 

The tri-county area has been characterized'by a fluxaating but upward rate .. ' 
of economic growth over the past 30 years. This. growth has been distributed , 
urievenly over the economic sectors, there being a marked debline in agricultural 
employment, and nominal to large increases in commercial -service and manufacturing 
■^employment. Retai.ling 'and service industry growth concentrated in. Marion and 



Polk counties during the 1960.-70 period- Yamhill county^ in contrast, declined 
progressively, in regional economic importance in this areia. Yamhill comprised 
19.'6% of idll commercial service employment in 1940 but only 16.2% in 1970. 

" i ^ . • • . . , 

Jhe decline in the traditional economic base -\lumber and food prodi-^ts --has 
been unevenly distributed thr^ough the area. The .smaller 'sawmills ana foqd' pro- 
cessing plants in the rural areas have been, primarily affected by this decTine. 
A niimber of large fopd^ro.cessing asjwell. as pulp and- paper plants begap^opera- 
tlons in the JIarger cities at* the same time as the rural areas were experiencing 
the decline.- ' ' . . // ' 

To a very larg^ degree, regional economic growth has resulted*from and is reflected 
by the growth of Mjirion* county as a, major employment center. The availability 
of public services, a skilled tabor^arket, and spQ,ciali'»ze.d commercial and 
^Allifllsjyiative^j)pe^^^ a high rate of economic growth. 

- - ^ - \ , - - ' ' / \ 

The following tables ^contain .data basic to the employment and income averages 
for the cdHege district; . N 



Unemployment 



.Labor Force 


1975 . 


1976 


Not Employed 






• • 




9.0% 



, Earnings and Income 





1969 ' ^ 


1975 


1976 • 




: Average Employee Earnings 
Median Family Income 
Percent of- annua] change 
•1969-75 ■ ' - 




9,063 


10,008 
13,131 


-6.92% 


Median House Hold EBI. 




10,658 . 







The data suggest a need for college services and point to areas for potential 
arowth. Both established and new' .Residents in the District with previous \ 
education and adequate incomes will seek further education. Adults, who arej 
unemi)loyedi' pior, and/or who have not Completed high school ^r-earned an 
equivalency certificate need college servicesi but may not seeic them readily. 
The data also suggest questions for the college as it considers ^meeting the 
needs- of the peopfe described jn| this report. 




RION COUNTY CHARACTERISTICS ' ' , " 

t — r — \ -p 

)larion CoUnty^c^ains 67% of the population' of t^he .Ch6meJ(eta Community College 
Distrdc^^--;l1ierein, 46.2% of the population re§id6 in Salem, 17.8% in other 
citles'^d' towns, cind 36.0% in rural areas. ■ *. ■ • • • . / 




POPULATIOH 
BY SIZE OF URSAN CENTEIt 
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Marion County has experienced steady population growth during the 'past deca(Je, 
and projections indicate a continuation of this trend." 



Total Population^ July 
1976 

■ • . 173,030 



- 1 ■ 
Projected j %. 

, 1980, I Increase 
1.84,921 I 9.4 

— ^ A-—:- 



I 

Projected j % 

I Increase 



1986 
203,334 



17.3 





Net- • 


.Natural- 


• Net •■ 


% Due- to . 




Change 


Increase 


.Migration ■ 


Migration 




5,373 


1,027 • 
♦ 


6.,400,. 


84.0 , 



V 



The change' or growth in tlie> population of the county can be attributed primarily 
to .migration into the, county. « - \ ' * 

Population Change , , * ^ * ^ ' • - 



Between 1971 and 1974 the percent of change or growth due to jnigrati on was 49.0%^ ^ 
The trend continued and produced 84*0% of the grov/th between .1975 and 1976. 



The mAj . ity of the population of Marlon County is between 'l8 and 64 years of as^e. . 
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Th«-ii»d1«n age of the residents of Marion County is 30.5 ye^rs. While the bulk 
of the population remains under 30 years of agp, -the number of children under 
lO'years of age is. stabilizing.- A continuation of this trend will result in the 
roediah age of the coUnty population increasing rapidly in the next ten years. 



POPUL/f^TION 

BY AGE AND SEX 



19- « 
80 V §4 
73r-Tf 
70^74 
69-49 
40-64^ 
99-9f 

' 90-94 
'V$-4f 
40-44 
W%9 
90- )4 
29-29 

20- 24 
l9-\9 
10-14 
09-09 
00-04 
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AGE 
G9- • 
•0-84 
79-79 
70-74 
65-69 
60-64 
99-99 
90-94 
49-49 
40-44 
J9-39 
30-34 
25-29 
20-24 

10-14 
09-09 
00-04 



Education - ' ' ^ \ ' ^ 

Figures from the 1970 census indicate that 21.4% of the population (32'',392 
residehti) had not finished high school. Still, the itie.dian highest grade, 
j^ompleted for county residents was 12.3 years. The drop'out rate calculated 
from the 9th. grade; enrollments graduating from Mari ob . County high sphools 
was JJlj.'eX. This rate is much higher than the 197rfigure of 12.5% for 'the 
.trl-countiey, but lower than thg 27.2% -for Marion .County in 1975. " 



High.School . 
Graduations 


5-Year - 
Avei^age 


1975 . 


1976- 


Percent student? 
Enrolled Grade Ninfe 


77.8 ^ 


71.8 ■ 


':'76.4 



ptiier enrollment data on Marion "County Schools have implications for educa- 
•.tional planners:, '■ : • " ^ . ' ./ . 



Sch'oor Enrollments Grades 1-8 
School Enrollments* Grades 9 - 12 
AdultSoWith 4th Grade Education or less 
Adults Not Finished High School 
(Median Grade Com|Jletfid . ■ * 
Adults Enrol le.d in Continuing Education 



24,028 
11,638 
2,448 
32,392 



12.3 
5.6% 




Total employment in- 1975 was 70,800. Approximately 853^ of all employm^t was 
non-agricultural. The- largest* employer was government, followed by wholesale 
and retail trade, services, and manufacturing. Projections, indicate the? 
employment areas will continue to hold the major.ity of wcrlfers witb only 
.manufacturing decreasing by 1985. ' " • 




lf70 tthmf 



i»75 ZShtr* 



total \Vcttr>atrlciatvr«l''l^t 

_ . \ltUdas - - 
T &>nattuctioa 

lui^ Mftd^lfoof'^Froductt . ' 



TrlMryltottU 

" triuufmutloB/ «^ UtlUtlt* 



59,400 

47,400 

200 
2,300 
7,575 
(3,375) 
(900) 
,(775i 
, (25) 
.'(275> 
1,825 
^40,150 
s^2,750 ' 
^. 7,100 
15.600 
(1.200) 



79.8 

• 17 

3.9 
i2,T^ 

5,7^ 

1.5 

1.3 
.04 
. .46 

3.1 
17.1 

4.6-' 
11.9 
26.3 

2.0 



70,800 
.60,050 • 

too 

3.075 
9,250 
(3,950) 
\«75) 
(8Z5), 
(25) 
(500) 
2,075 
12,5.50 
3,450 
9,550 ' 
20,000 ^ 
(1»300) 



1900 tillAM 



84.8 . 

4.3 
13.1 
5.6 

^2 

1.2 
.03 
.7J. 
.2.9 
17.7 
4.9^ 
13.5 
28.2 
1.8 



81.700 

71,000 

100 
3,300 
10,400 
(4.200^ 
(»75) 
(850) 
(25) 
-—(650) 
2,200 
\ 15,125 
\ 4.075 
12,050 * 
23,750 
(^.400), 
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liqulriMnts Sactioa 
15, 1976 



Among employed residents t)f Marion County, the. average eafrtings irrcreas'ed 8.8% 
between 1975 and 1976, going^from $9,196 to $10,-008. The^Marion County median 
family income in 197& was $13,20&^ up from^l2,670 in 1975 and 19,014 in 1969. 
Jh\s represents an.'anftual Increase of 6*64y per year from 1969 to 197&. The 
median effective buying Income of households 4ri Marion County was $11,039 in ' 
/1975.\. Forty nine percent of Marion County households h^d an effective- buying 
"ihcpme between $10,000 and $25,000; however, 35SS of households- had/fn effective' 
^ buying income of less than $8>000. . , . ^ - " X • 
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Earnings & 'Income 




\ 


/ 


1969 1975 


• 1976 ' 
• , 




Average Employee Earnings / 9,196 


, 10,008 




• Median Family Income 


9,014 • 13,205 






Percent of Armual Gharjge 

1969^75' 7^ , ^ . • . . 




6.64%- • 


Median Household EBI 


11,039 






Percent of households in EBl Groups 






. ■ 0' 7,fl99. 






35.8 


8,000 - An999 






'9.0 


18\000 - 14,999 






24.3 


15,000 --24,999 




• 


24.5 


-./25,000 and. over 




i-^i 


' 6.4 
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state Income tax returns for 1975 show 




owing data for Marion County: 



Inc'ome Tax Returns Reporting A^sted Gross Income (AGI) • 

■ ' Or 'i,999 
4,000 - 9,999 
10,000 -14,999. " 
15,000 -. 24;999 
• 25,000 and over 

- - » 

Marion County has ^n estimated 30,501. residents living at or below poverty level 
as "defined by the fe^leKal government'. The greatest concentration of these are 
.in>^the Salem area, where 9,605 people are defined\as'poor. Other concentrations 
of people with incomes below poverty level are in Jefferson with 1,T37, Stayton 
vrith v91 9, eifTd Hubbard with 796. . 7 ^ 

A 



9605 




MontnW averages of unemployed workers in the county declnneo from 1975 to 



I 1S76: 




These percentages reflec\a 
force of 7,300 persons in 




tblyavera^e number of unemployed 'iji the -labor 
and 7,010 in 1976. ' • » ■ ; . ^ 



POLK COUNTY CHARACTERISTICS 



folk County ^a<l an .estiinated populatjori of 41,400. on July 1, 1976. Polk • 
CouiVty residents , who repres-ent 1^.8% of population of the College District,' . 
live primarily in sbialler towns or rural' areas. ' « 



POPULATION ; 

»Y SIZE OF URBAN CENTER 



5 )000 i"«V^r 



000- 



J25U0-9999 
1<)00-.2499 
999 & und^r 
unincorporoUC 




20% 409^ 60% 80% 



the^ population. of Polk County, increased 1.9% between 1975 and 1976,^ and pro- . 



Total Population ^ July 
-1976 



T 

Projected t % ' . 
• 1980 Increase 




- The 1.955 population increase represents 800 new residents, the 
/ migrated Into the county. / 



Projected ' % 
,1985 Increase 
I 

49,263 I 18^.9 
I 



ity of whom 




f^et • ' • 
■Change . 


> Natural 
Increase 


Net- 

Migration 


1 

% DUe to- 
,. Migration 


800 


155 • 


■ ' 645 


80. 6 ' 



The distribution .of the population by age in Polk- County is similar to that of 
the College District. . 




The median age of Polk County residents is 27*3 ye?irs. 
the trendJs^toward iatn increase in the average age- 



As. in Marion County < 



1" 



POBULATION 

BY AGE ANb SEX 



ACi 
•Sr 

, 50*54 
♦5-*» 
40-44 

. 35t3«> 
30-34 
25*29 
20-24 

' 15- If 
10-14 
05-Of 
, 00-04 
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■■■■■•■nil 
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«0-t4 
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75-7f 
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tO-T4 
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45-49 
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40-44 
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50-54 
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45-49 
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40-44 
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35-39 
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30-34 
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i5-29 
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20-24 
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15-19 
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10-14 


• 




05-09 
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00-04 
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Education - _ . , • 

While the average highest grade completed for P61k County rasic'ents 1^=12.2, 
there are indications that th6 percent of high school graduates Is dropping: 



. High School " . 
Graduations : 


5-Year 
Average 


1975 . 


1976' 


Percent Students ; 
Enrolled Gradfe Nine 


1,79.7 


79.0 : 


76,1 ' 



Other data further describe the education of Polk County re'sidents. 

/ SchWls Enrollments Grades 1- 8 57570 ' 

• School Enrollments Grades 9-12 2,928 
. Adults With 4th /Grade Educati&n or less 468 
■; -Adults Not Finij^hed High School -7,836 

Median Grade Completed .12.2 ! « 

Adults- Enrol led in Continuing Education. ' 8.4% 

Economic ' ■ | . !* - ' . ' 

Total- employment iiT}975 was" T6, 550. 'Non-agricultural employment accourited for 
57.8 of all employmet\t in Polk County, the largest being in manufacturing with 20.2% 
and goyermnent with T6.8%. Projections through 1985 show agricultural emoloyment . 
declining while .manufacturing, government and'services remain the major employers 
in the county. \ ■ . . , 



1970 XSlMirt 



tOfr AL BffLOYMIItT \ 

tttnios ' 'x 

ConstTuctioa V . 

Food' and Kindred Frodticts 
tiaUr and Hood Troduct/ -^i 
Faptr and AllW Produces ' 

TtAnsporutlovi IqulpMnX 
^ trantpprutlott and FubHc UtilitlM 
' VholMAU «ad IttUil Ttad« 
. Piiii«^t,*iMwraiict aa^ laal Batata 
Sanricaa 

SovariMMnt- ^ 
•ir^daral 

Sourca: BPA - taqulfamta Sactlon 

" ; ' ^mh 15, 1976 



i3,aoo ' 

. S,450 59*0 



.^300 2*2 
3,025^21.9 
(^i75) 4.9 
(1.475) 10.7m 



,125 
l»275 
, 325 
800 



1.0 
9.2 
2.4 
5.8 



2.300. 16.7 
(100) 1,0 




yltffonnation relevant to earnings and income of Polk County residents indibates. a 
1 ri si ng[ average family^ Income b.etween 1969 and'1976. Data in: 1975 also establish 

the median houseliold effective buying power at $10,601 » and show the percentage 

of households at different effective buying le vefs. 



^ _ ' ■ 


Earnings and Income 




If 




1969 


1975 


1976 




Ayeirage Employee Earnings , 

Median F^lly Income 

% Annual Change 1969-75 v 


8,891 


9,249 i 
13,205 


10,'lQ4 

•4 


7.1151^ 


Median Household EBI 
Households in EBI Groups 
. d " 7,999 
8,00a- 9,999' 
10,000 - 14;999 
15,000 24,999 
'25,000 and over 


• 


10,601 

A 




37.3 
9.6 
> 25.0 
20.8 
7.5 



i 



state Income tax returns for 1975. show the following ^ata for Polk County: 



IncohU} tax returns reporting Adjusted Gross Incomes of 

.0 - 3.999 30.2% - ' ^ ' ' 

4,000 - 9i999 25. 7X 

10,000 - 14.999 "18.256 ' 

15.000 .- 24,999 / -18.73: 

. 25.000 and over 6.}% 



Pol> County has ah estimated 7,659 residents living at or below the poverty level 
The greatest concentration of these residents are in Monmouth with 1,249, Dallas 
with 1 ,147, and Independence with 704. - . • . • 
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MNnre tre the Pooc? 




In 1976, the average monthly .jinemploj^entTn Polk Countywas~872S;r down from 
~n.l.X in. 1975. These percentages represent a monthly aVerage number of un- 
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1975 


1976 


Labor Force, 




■ r ' ■ • 


Not Employed^ . 


11. U 


8:2%' . 









-y. 
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16 
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• YAHHILL COUNTY CHARACTERISTICS . .. " 

Yamhill Coiinty had an estimated* population on Ja1y 1, 1976, of 45,700 people. 
Th1$ represents )7.S% of the Chemeketa Community College District's population. 
The coiinty has 67 A% of Its population spread evenly over cities and towns 
ranging: In sl2e from 610. to 12,640 persons. The remaining 32-6% of the popula- 
tion resides: In the ruraT iaireas of the county ' 



POPULATION 

BY SIZE OF URBAN CENTER 



50000 a over 
fOOOO- 49999 
2500^9999 
1000-3499 
, 999 * uiidvr {-* 



unincctrporalcd 



30% 40% i60% 80% 



.is* 



lifke the rest of the ^College District, Yamhill County is experiencing an increase 
In population, which lis ptredicted to continue. - * -[ / 



Total Population duly' 
• .1976 
' 4Bv700 



ProjecteKlf % 



1980 I Increase 
.54,776 j 8.3 



•Projected % . 
^,19|5. Increase 
- 611223 33.9 



The majorUy of Increase in the papulation of -Yamhill County comes from migra-_ 
ti#i which accounted for 65. 935 of 4:he County's increase between 1975 aod 197ST 













Natural 


Net 


%'Due',to 


§hange 


Increase 


Migration V 


■, Migration 


- . '800 


273 


. , •.■ 527 ■< 


65.9 - 



Almost 60% of the populatipn of Yamhill County is . over 18 years of kge". 
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The median age' t)f . County residents is 30.6 years. As in the other counties, 
data suggests that the a~v^^ Increase.' 



I POPULATION 
BY AGE AND SEX 



"•Education 



The n»edfan highest gradi compTeted is 12.0 for 'Yamhill County .residents. The 
dirppput rates in Yamhill County schools show a- decrease betwieen 1975 and 1976. 



:^igK^chool ^ ' 
J Graduations 


• 5-YeVr ' 
Average 


1975 


1976 


Percent students ' 
lenrpl 1 ed grade ni ne 


76.4 


69.'8 

« 


72:7 



The 1970 Census data further det^ails the education of Yamhill pounty residents: 

rtSohoo 6,723, J- 

School; Enrollments Grades 9-1 2 3,49.4 

Adui:ts With 4th grade Ed or less 636 • 

^ - Adults Not -Finished High School 9,789 

r Mediaii G^^^ . ^ , « 12.0 

Jidults Enrolled in Continuing'Education 5.7% 

Economi c - . ; " / . 

Total employmen/^tn the county in 1975 was 17,800 persons. Non-e|gr1^ultural 
empToymenl^ accounted for 65.4;( of employment. Manufacturing,, wholesale and 
retail tradev^setyibeis, and government are the major employers in the county. 
Agricultural' employment, which accounted for 34.6% of the county's emplcymept 
in .1S76, is projected tp^ecrease^ly slightly by 1985. , 
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total HM-Nigric^ttt^al taployMnt 
Nioing* < 4^ 

- ^\ \ 



WO X8hi.r< 
14,500. 



' Xiabtr. and Wood Pio4uci:s: • 

^ * - - . ' 

V : r»pN|r Produet* 

trpoporUtiW Equifiirot ^ , • 
> ^iwponf ^ic^ o^ FiiMic Utmtloo . p 

:'/Sorvic«o/ ^ v ' " 

_ JfiOfOtttWOtj J 
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1975 gSharo 

~— 111 i lj y I .Mi 



17»«00 



1960 XShart 
^0.450 



lf§5 MShnf 



22,800 





67.4 


. 11,650 


65.4 


13,500 66.0 


: 14,800 


TS4.5 .J 

— - 


] 50 . 


.34 


50 


.28 


75 V .37 


50 


.22 


250 


1.7 


350 
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^ ' 450 . 2.2/ 


500. 


2.2^ ' 


—2^900 


19.9 


• 3,550 


19.9 


4,050 ^19.8 


^•200 






/ 3.9_ 


(525) 


2.9 


(575) '^ 2.8— 


—"^(575) 




(725) 


5,0 


(850) 


4.8 


(900) 4.4 


(800) 


'3.5 ^ "^i 




1 0 


1300} 


^1.7 


(300) 1.5 


(275) 


1.2 


(100) 


; .7 


(175) 


1.0 








<525) 


3.6 


(675) 


3.8 


(825) 4.0 


(?i50) 


4.2 


375 


2.6 " 


' 400 


2;.a 


450 2.2 


500 


2*2 


. 2,000 


13.7 


2,225. 


12.5 


2,525 12. r ' 


2,:80d 


12.3 


500- 


3.4 


600 . 


3.4': 


675 3*3 


725 


^/3i2 v;. 


. 1.975 


13.6 


2^00, 


.13.5 


a,825 13.8 \ ■ 


3.225; 


:i4.1^ 


. i,' 0 


12.0 . 


2,075 


11.6 


2,450 . 12 .jp-/ 


2,800 




(125) 


' .8 


-(125) 


.7 ' 


(150) ^^.73 


(175) 


V .76 V 
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^ The ii*ed1 an Yamhill Cpunty family income r^ose between 1969 and 1976 at an annual 
rate of increase of 7.(p,% per year. The median effective buying income of house- 
holds in YamhtU County was $10,335. in 1975, and in 1976 the average employee 
fearning was $9,912, up 13^^4« over the 1975 average. ^ , " 
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Earnings and 


i;ncome 










1969 


1975' 


1976 






Average Dnployee Earnings 
Mecilan Family Income 
; ? Annual Change 1 969 -76 


8,633 


8,744 
' 12,269 


9,912 
12,872 


t 

7.01%^ 
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"Median ^Household EBI ' 
; % -Househol ds iji EBI Groups 
, 0 - 7,999 
-8,000 - 9^099 
10,000-14,999 
15.1000- 24,999 
24.,000 and over 


■ * * ■ _ 


l'0.,335 




38>3 

9.7 
.24.1 
21.8 

5.6 . 
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state! Income tax returns for 1975. show the followlns data on adjusted gross' 
iacaiie for Ywihl 11 .County. / . ■ - 



Income tax returns reporting. Ad justad Gross Incomes: 



0 - 3,999; 



lOiOOO -14;999 
.15,000 -24,999 
25,000 and over 



28.93; 



18.8X 
18.756 ' 

5. ex - 



Yamhill County. has an estimated 8,337' residents living at or^gXovHthei)OYerty 
level. The concentrations of these residents, are in JlcM4nnVTlTe with 1,276 and 
Payton with 861. - 
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Unemployment in^^mhlll Coiinty-heW.a monthly ?iverage of in 1976, down 
fi^ T2.2i-irf^l975; 



Ubbr Force 
Not Employed 



1975 
12.2 



1976 



9.7 



These percentages equal a monthly. average number of unemployed In the labor 
force at 2,580 in 1975 :and 2,090 persons in 1976. 
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^ SUMMARY OF DATA DESCRIPTION 

• . * ' • ' 

SOURCE - 

Center for Population 
' Research and Cen'$us. 



Total Population , - Pej'tland State University 
. , Portl and ^OR 
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Age Groups Estimates 

' Population biy Age and 

; Sex > . ' 

l^iected Population ' " 
1985. 

> population Change , " " 
r Me^lan Age^ . . " : 

Education: y " . 

'Highest Grade Coiiipreted U.S. Census 



Adults Not Finished 
Hlgh'Schopl 

School Enrol Iraents . 
Grade 1-8 

ischool Enrol Imen jts , 
, Grade 9-12 

9th Graders Whb/ 
1, Graduate From High 
Schwl 



11 
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AduSts En 



Ensiled in 



Cont. Ed« 



Economic : ( "^i 
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YEAR 



— Estimate s for 7- U76^ 
Estimates for 7-1-76 
Estimates for: 7-1-76 

. .Estimates for 7-1-76, 

\ Estimates for 7-1-76 
From 7-V75 to 7-1-76 
/Estimates for 7-1-76 

For 1970 
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Effective Buying 
Income ■ ^ ' 

Median Family Income 



Department of Education 
State of Oregon ^ 



U.S. Census 



Sales Management Management 
Annual Survey of Buying Power 

Housing Division, Department 
of Coprierce, State of Oregon 



For ftCl asses of 
197|and 1976 



For 1970 



For Carlendar yeary > 

1975 

For Calendar years,/ 
1969 and 1976. 
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IMTA 



SOURCE 



Adjusted Gross Income Department of Revenue, 
• State of Oreoon 



Unemployment 



Averstge Employee 
Earnings 

Total Employment 



Employment Division, 

. Depactroent_of-Human- 



YEAR 

For Calendar year 1975 
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For Calendar year 1976' 



Resources", State of Oregon 



For Calendar year* 1976 



Figures Compiled or 
Estimated, March 15, 
1976 : " • 
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DISPUY OF PROGRAM OFFERINGS 'BY GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION . 

• " \ ' , ■ ^ , ' 

The 'course offerings listed In the following report are displayed according 
•to reimbursement cl ass i fixations of the State Department of Education. 

' - ' t ' ' • * ' * . ' / * * ^ 

» . Lower Division Collegiate (LDC) r College parallel cours&s wfiich' 
• . • carry credits -transferrable to 4-year institutions where they 
apply toward a bachelons degree, 

" - . " . , ' * . ' ■' « 

Occupational- frepatory (VTP) r courses designed to prepare individuals . 
v'-" - for; employment in a specific occupation. ' . , ' . 

r-.-' ■■. ■ ■ ■ - _ 

Occupatiorfal Supplementary (VTS) -'courses designed for individuals 

• who have, already, entered an ocpupatioh but who seek retraining or' 
skill-improvementHo^achieve jolS, stability or advancement. 

I Reimbursable Other Education (OR) - courses which are self-improvement . 
in nature and not hobby-rrecreation . ■ . » . ' 

Non-reimbursable (NR) - courses that a.re hobby-recreation in 'nature. 

HhVle most courses are displayed by geographic location, those offered to 
specific client groups are listed Under the group classification: 

- ■ ■. . -' ; ' ■ , 

Senicfr Programs' - Within this- classification most offerings are in 
the .Sal em metropol itan ^rea. Qther centers offer classes for older 
adults but do not provide "full programs. ,' 

Communitj/ Events - (also includes women's programs). The courses 
^ are aimed at community groups ar\d tap current interests and Jssues. 
* Courses are generally short-term and most are in the Salem metric-, 
' poli tan area. ' . ' ^, « 

■ ' ■ • • ■ , , ■ ... 

Adult Basic Education includes ABE (instruttnpn parallel tp grades 1-8), 
. GEO .(instructional help leading toward a higfr school cerfcrfipate'of ' 
equivalency), ESL (English as a Second Language) and Hij^n School ' 
" Completion. . * • ' 

• " •■' \. , ■ ' • • 
Special Programs, includes offerings designed for special clientele. 
Many of the- courses are funded through grants and contracts. Areas 
of service include Health Ocojipatlons, Comprehensive Home Economics, 
Farm Bus iness> "Management, SnjaTl Business Management,^School Bus 

" Driver Training, Office Skills Training, apd Special Training for 
, Mentally Handicapped Adults. 

throughout this sectionV the End of Term Report was used as theTource for 
■>■ the data, with the following exceptions: 

No Separate Coordinator Coda for Seniors or Special Events 
Sufflrrter.1976; Sumner 1975, Winter 1976 ' ... 
Fall 1976.. Fan 1975, Spring 1976 - 

Used Supplemental Report Fall 1975, Spting 1976 , 
itfsed 4th Week. fteport Fall 1977 • 
ERJC No Separate .Coordinator Code for Special Projects - all terms. • 

' ^ '24- - ^' ^ 
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• 33 
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w - 
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Total - 
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Adult Basic Education 
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Cofflmunl ty Events 
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The numbers of OR and NR' of^fertngs are" not totally 
accurate since blanket numbers were used tO'Cover 
selected activities (.i.e. Thursday Brown Bag and ^ 
' Weekend. Programs),. Thus whst was counted as a 

single offering because it was scheduled once," may 
. have covered W) different activities. 
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Special -Programs 
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Corrections 
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These figures include courses scheduled through 
Chemeketa which are taught by Stat^ of Oregon 
.employees. They are not paid by. Chemeketa, thus 
do not affect our, expenditures for instruction. 
The majority of these cases are in the 'VTP 
offerings. 
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* ' ' 'V" r ABSTRACT . 

, As-a pairt .of the .Perfofmance Improvernent Plan, this oroject-ls aimed at 

'^measMrina program ^quality, in the C'.imunity Service Division. Packets contain 
ing an Instructor Survey and an instrument for each student were distributed 

-^tOHrandomly selected classes during the 10th week of Fall Term, 1977. Admin- 
rstratprs were palled at the same time. The response rate was 89% with 2114 
students 11$ Instructor, 'and l7 administrator questionnaires providing the 
information for this analysis. The three different instruments focused on 
six.comtJonents of education and asked for opinions and judgments from each 
group: The results Indicated several strengths, in the Division programs; 
' example, students and^part-tiine instructprs have a very positive image 
ih.eX:one.g6, and students are well satisfied with their courses. Program 
weaknesses, also emerged: , >ople with lower levels of educational attainment 

^ and lower family incomes are not participating In Division courses proportion 
ate to their numbers in the District population, arid the Divisiiori needs to 
develop or revise systematic procedujes^for-several^instruction-related ' 
activities. '^^ — — ^ 



NOTES ON INTERPRETAHON OF SURVFV KF'^m 



/- 



Host of the questionnaire Items allowed six possible responses: a five point 
scale, with oneJielng hl^h and five l.ow, and (not applicable to you). 

The, tables In this repor t we r e deve loped on the assumption that respondents would 
view three as a mid-point, thus anything better than mid (points T and 2) wouHd 
Indicate a positive asses^'ment of quality, while anything below mid '(4 or 5 or. 
the scales) would Indicate a negative evaluation of quality. 



X Most 



% Mid 



Cpblnts 1 & 2) (point 3) 



. . % Least 
(points 4 & 5) 



H NA 



It was further assumed that responses In the M.QSt column had to equal. 40% or 
more 'Of tnose surveyed to be Important. Gauges of 20% or more were estaolished 
for both the Least and NA columns . 

In several sections of each Instrument, double scales were used, one to measure 
■the (respondent's Ideal and the other to Indicate the person's perception of 
the Real situation at that time. As before, points i and 2 on the scale were- 
combined for the high,, or Most column, and 4 and 5 for the low, or Least 
column. Abbreviations :w1 thin the column read: I = Ideal, R ~ Real, and D = 
Difference. The percentage of responses in the Real column was established 
a.s the base figure and the positive (+) or negative (-) difference points were 
computed. If the difference in the Most column was -20 or higher, ^*t was 
Interr^.-eted a signal of a difference between the Ideal and Real sufficient 
enough to affect program quality. Likewise, +20 difference -points or more in 
the Least and NA colimins became Important signals of potential detractors to , 
quality programs. • „ 
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STUDENT SURVEY 



The P I,P survey of 2,114 students In randomly selected courses offered through 
the Cowmufilty Services Divisfon was designed to measure program quality from 
the student's perspective. Twp components of the questionnaire do this readily: 
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% No 
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Table S-1 

Course Effectiveness 

Courses "helped me meet goals'^ 
.I'd recommend course 

I'd recomme ' Instructor. 
' PI aft to St subject further • 

Gained nev ' Awledge 

Course helped' iny personal growth 

Aided participation in civic affairs 

My expectation? for the course were met 

There were high affirmative responses to itema related to program quality, 
.Particularly important, both in the strength of the response and the Hnd 
of information gained, were the 92% who would recommend the course and 
Instructor, and the more than 85% who gained new knowledge from the course 
and felt that the course met their expectations. » . 

The lower response to the Item- on civic participation may be due to there 
being few. Division offerings In the subject areas associated with community 
participation i government and civics. It may also be due to students not 
perceiving a connect lon^etween the course and their roles as citizens or- 
even to their not seelfTg themselves as a part of society. If nurturing the ^ 
relationship between^educatlon and participation In civic and conmunlty affairs; 
is an Important educational goal for Chemeketa Community College, the. Division 
should seek further understanding of this response. 

The section designed to describe course conteht produced the following responses 

Table S-2 • , 

. Course Content % Yes % No % NA . 

Content adaptable to Individudl student needs 86 . 7' 7 

■ Metterlals appropriate -^evel of difficulty 83 -7 11 

Course had practical application 87 6 ^6 

Course. was Interesting ■ • 94 5^2 

Course was what Instructor said it would be 91 2 7 

The high percentage of "yes'' responses indicates student {coh.umer) satisfaction 
and gives an index of quality to some significant variables in the educational 
process. . ' 

The questionnaira also attempted to measure a number of areas that ai^l/program 
^V>lanning, and, as such, areyindicators of program quality. ^ • 



students wsre asked to- Indicate their reasons for enrolling in the course. 



Table S 
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Goals Of Course 



Job Preparation i" Advancement 
Earn Degree or certificate 
Interest In the subject 
Personal growth, davelopment • 
Develop hoLiby or leisure Interest 
Health and safety* 

Betterment of home, family, comrninity 



% Most 


% Mid 


^Teast 


% NA 
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40 
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SuMect Interest Is clearl/the strongest response and Is' likely an'1nd1catj)r 
that these students were enrolling In specific courses for their Individual 
content rather than selecting courses related to credential requl'^ements or 
broader, frameworks. The fourth rank of persohal development reinforces this 
interp'retation. Both suggest that, planners cannot depend on students to attend 
unless they offer something of Interest and that they can't depend on the sam.e ^ 
students returning, term after term, ' None «f this negates the. more "ticadltlonai " 
reasons, -for enrolling In classes - degree requirements and Job preparation/ 
advancement - which ranlced high.- But it does point to stuclint goals that affect 
programming ih adult and continuing education. 

Xhe^ lower ranking of Health ^nd Safety, Leisure and Recreation, and Home/Family/ 
Community, may be a result' of the Division '.offering fewer courses in these areas 
more wian- student lack of interest therein. 

Students .al so described the behaviors of their instructors. In so far as the ^ 
characteristics listeo represent teacher behaviors that are Important, their 
presence or absenct. in the classroom can b&come an index to program quality. 



•TaJxW S-4 



Instructor Behaviors 


IJIost 


IMid" 


% least 


% NA 


Promoted discussion 
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Enthusiastic about course materials 
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Encouraqed active learning • 
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Varied approaches to situation 


67 


13 


^ 8 


12 


Exams required more than memory 


41. 


8 


I'D 


42 


Gave good demonstrations of skills 
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Evaluated student performance fairly ^ 
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Stimulate students more than average 


54 


.17 


9 


20 


Clearly stated objectives of course 
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Explained materials clearly, qoncisely 
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Interested in student success 
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Related instruction to practical situations 
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Explained criticism of student performance 


45 


12 
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When of the responses" in the Most column is estabVishecl as the minimum 
.index of quajity^ the instructors of the classes surveyed, rate very well. 
Oniy^^o items, are even close to the cut-off point. If 15% becomes the , 
yaro^ick for. the "Least" or lowest rank, these instructors continue to 
-score^well-^-^HoweverL^'JU Si-is al-s^^-the^ reference- point for NA r^sponse^— 
the data suggests the need to look yagain at six of the. items. Given that 
many cour^ offerings are non-credyit, the items related to examinations, 
instructor taj mess and explanations of criticism, as well as relating 
instruction to practical applications may sustain higher 'A ratings. The - 
item dealing with stimulating students might be harder to exemnt, however, 
•as it cruld be a jbehavior impprtant for an instructor in any class, credit 
- or non-credit. 1 * ' ' 

The student's were asked to rate the importance of a numbe'r of items to 
continuing thai education at Chemeketa^ thereby describing what might be 
^ a barrier sjiould it not be available^ (See Table S-IO,- Appendix A) Offer- 
! ing the cour'ses they want to^ iake^at times convenient to students ranked 
one and two,' followed by advise on courses'appropriate to student needs 
and adequate information on educational opportunities. Circumstances that 
have. been traditionally important to students attending two. year ccllegtj - 
transportation, adequate financial resources and child care - did not appear 
critical to mo^t oT'^tPffe) sJ:ji.den±s_3Junv:e^^^^ possibility that potential 

students encounteringXhese barriers are unable to attend should not be 
ignored. These po^^^le barriers are perhaps clientele specific and should 
be investigated^urther from this point of view. *• 

Respondents were also asked to rate^student services that might be provided 
by a college. - They were asked to resppnd from .two different perspectives: 
the ideal in terms of their perceived need and the real in terms of the 
services available* to thestudenCs in the course. It was assumed that this 
would be an indilb^tor of program quality in that the closer services (or' 
the real situation) were to perceived needs (the Ideal) the higher the 
quality of the program. ' y 



Student Services 

Table S-5 
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*: Using R( real)" as the base in ev^ry colu'in, the differences, shown above,, 

f. Indicate that student preferences for services are close to being met when 

. ' the Most col iwnn shows small minus differences. The Mid and Least columns 

reinforce this i nterpretati on . The NA column, however,. stands out, not 

---because4)^-4he-coi»nuted-di^ sub- — 

stant1al,-but because- of the h^igh percentage of responses in this column - 

* • ' . . 

y y ■ ' . " ■• " ■ * - • - 

vlf 20* ot nwire of the responses must be in the NA column befoj'e it warrants 
special attention, every item in this section qualifies, even. In the " Ideal " - 
. colunto. Why? The Instructions in this section, which tied services to .the 
^ course may have contributed, but probably not. enough to fully account for , 
the percentage of thie responses. Perhaps these students did, not perceive \ 
:v the services listed relevant them and/or they did not feel that as part-\ 
, time students they had the rti,,it to the services. Perhaps the College should 
. be more active in educating stud^ents in the relevance and availabilitv of 
' . student services. Other alternatives may be defihed and their !implicati'ons 
V -neylew^^ responses clearly highllgh.t this as an*area whene the ^ 

ttlwislbn^and Studen^^ Personnel Ser'^ices)' should focus attention. 

f. rstudents were also queries -^out the instructional methods by which they 
prefer to learn arid the mi lods used in'the. course surveyed. 

» • . ^ ^ , 

-r -_ _ - , , ' * 

■ ■ ■ • Table S-6 \ . 



V Instructional Methods 


% Most 




% 


Hid 




Hi Least 






% NA 






I 

, i 


R. 




I 


R 




I 


R 


D- 


I 


R 


■ D 


Lecture 


30 


.36 


+ 6 


19 


15 


- 4 


25 , 


16' 


'9 


26 


34 


+ 8 


tecttire-di scussion 


55 


. 46 


- 9 


12 


12 


0 


'll 


.12 


1 


22 


30 


+ 8 




' 50 


30 


-20 


lO 


. 9 


- 1 


6 


13 


7 


^34 


48 


+14 


Individualized 


54 


36 


-18 




7 


- 5 


10 


17 


7 


'24 


40 


+16 


, Work ex per i en ce 


34 


10 






4 


- 4- 


7 


12 


5 


51 


.73 


+22 


Competency-based 


• 42 


'zr 


,-15 


1^ 


11 


- 4 


9 


14 


5 


34 


49 


+15 



Using a difference of -20 points between Ideal and. Real as a cutoff point, two 
Items appear to- be/far enough away from the students' Ideal to impact on the 
quality ^f the program. Students appear not to be getting ^u^ficlent oppor- 
tunities for latoratory, workshop, ' tudio demonstration and for work expeHenqe 
or on-the-j^ draining. While'the Appropriateness of the method to the course 
must be considered, it is likely these options are not so available to students 
as they might be. On the other hdtjd, the lecture method is used more frequently 
than students think Ideal. Individiiallzed instruction also appears to be 
preferred by students more that It is currently availal^le to them. Coordinators 
of^.staff development should consider these data when planning future in-service 
training activities for part-time ii3s-rufftors-. ' ' . . • 



Students surveyed Indicated the strongest preference for campus and 
rcomiiurilty locations as educational sites. The third preference was for an 

occupatlohaT or technical facility related to the subject. Locations of 
^(Q^ent courses fulfill the preference for campus classes and come close 

to ther Weal f or community locations: 



Table 'S-7 



i> l Educatl on Site 


■% Host. - 


% Mid 


Used ■ 
% Yes 




1 


' R 








18 


9 


Il- 


"31- 


51 




7 




Riy^chrrtcal Facil j^- 


28 


10 


ia 


28 


F1 




7 




l^i^^^jpppus ^ ■ 


40 


10 


41 


20 . 


36 


39 


3 




^t^^ Ciiiimirtlty 


47 


10 


38 


18 


34 


.-44 


10 


< 



The data may support the slightly Increased use of appropriate technical 
facilities* but does not indicate support for taking courses to an-efnplo>ee*s 
placij pf The.people who most need this service, however, might have 

bMn. unable to attend classes to indicate their preference on this survey. 



The demographic information gathered from the survey ir.iicated that 52% of 
>the students were female and 43% male. The higher percentage of women has 
been character i St icsi of the Oivision^s students for some time and also paral- , 
lels trends in adult/continuing education nationwide. It would be helpful 
tb Divisjion administrators to know the ages at. which men and women participate^ 
both to plan appropriate programs and to recruit non-particip%Tfts into classes. 

The respondents to the survey were older than typical college age, which was 
anticipated. What was not predicted was that 20% would be between 40 and 50 ' 

^ears of ag^ 15% xm^d be over age fifty. Even then the College is 

not serving District residents proportionate to their age distribution within^ 

^the total population. Within the. District, 57% of the people are ages 18 to ' 
64, but iB4% of survey respondents fall into this age group. Seniors compose 
13%-of the District population, but only 6% of the students surveyed. . 

The 50,000 adults in the District who have not completed high^schooV or earned 
an/equiv/Jency certificate comprise 19.2% of the population. Based on the 
PIP survey,. 13% of the Divi ion*s enrollment indicate that they have. not 
completed high school pr GED. The Division may need' to review current services 
as well as, its commitment to basic education in Tight of the fact that it seems 
to be serving proportionately fewer people who need basic education, than their 
repres^Station in the District population as a whole. 

Further, the Gollege Is serving people who are already veterans in the educa- 
tional, system: 



ERIC 



59 



6i 



->4 



Table S-8 



Lev61 6f HtgheSt EdUe^itton , % of Respondents 



']''- Some . col lege . ' 37 . 

.1 . Associate Degree . » 5 

Bachelors Degree 12 
Masters Degree .4 > 

* Doctors D^ee . — . 1 

This parallels a longstanding tradition i^n adult education and shows where 
recruits for further education nay be found most readily. 



'^he data on the family Incomes of the students surveyed correlates well, with 
their educational attainment. / 



Table S^9 

Family Income \ ' % of Pjopulatton 

Under $3,000 ' ^ '10 ' 

$3,000 - 7,999 13 

$8,000 - 9 999 9 

$10,000 - 14,999 20 - 

, $15,000 - 20,999 ' - . 15 

r $21,000 - 24,999 * 7 

$25,000 and. above „ 12 

People with high Incomes are better represented \\\ the students served than 
those with low Irtcomes. That financial concerns were not. a barrier to the* 
students further attendance at Chemeketa.ts easy to understand from thfs data. 
-TJi'e focus, therefore, may need to be on ques,t1ons about ways of educating 
people who can least afford 1t and def1n1n§*the extent of the Division's 
responsibility and commitment to this population. 



ERJC ' ' 



INSTRUCTOR SURVEY 

The instructor's survey for the Performance Improvement Plan was used to assess 
program quality from the instructor's- view. This survey was constructed to 
-f^GUS-on-arws-par^44€l^4o-4h^e-4i^^4ie^udent-and-^dm4 surveys that 

were-conducted at the same time. 



Section I of the instructor survey measured the goals instructors had for teach- 
ing their class. The results listed below are percentage figures: 

• > Table\ - 1 - 



Goal /Reason 


% Most 


% Mid 


% Least 


% NA 


Job Preparation/Advancement 


41- 


9 


15 


35 


Certificate 


26 


. 10 


23 


42 


Subject, Interest- 


60 


18 






Personal bevel opment 


5i 


13 




# 23 - 


Htibby-Recreation < 


37 


6 


22' 


36 


Health and Safety 


18 


IT 


16 


54 


Family/Community Development 


29 


17 


12 


42 



The percentage figures in the Most column indicate that learning for its own 
sake and .iiterest in the subject, as well as personal development of the student 
ranked as the instructors* prime goals for particular courses, and it is likely 
that instructors' responses were 'also course-specific. Given the wide variety 
of course offerings in the Division, it is also reasonable that instructors ^ 
with course-specific goals might mark other goals than their own NA, thus ^ 
accounting for most of the higher responses in this columi^. Instructors may 
h^ve assumed that students , were self-motivated to course-specific selections 
among college offerings. Job related and career advancement goals were second 
priority for instructors. ' . 

I ' ' 

Th develop a hobby" goal may have been rated low by instructors because of 
the connotation of "hobby". Then, too, "hobby" may have been interpreted as 
personal development or even vocational. by instructors who see hobbiej take 
people far beyond their original expectations for leisure skills. 

Health, Safety, Family L-»fe and Comi.jnity Development may have been rated low 
because of the limited number of classes offered in these subject areas or 
because of instructors not perceiving that their classes- contribute indirectly 
to*larger social goals.. ! ^ 

Instructors were also asked to rate the importance of several instruction- 
related activities. They indicated that selecting and organizing materials, 
helping students to achieve, accommodating varied student abilities and 
facilitating student success were highly valued activities related to instruc- , 
tjon. 



ERLC 
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Table I - 2 



Course Conteht/Acti vf t1 es 

leet c6u PS€bfl»tep4aVs 
Course outline . 
riga nl z e iMit er-ials- 



% Most % Mid -% Least % NA 



Materials difficulty 
Course objectiyes/requirements 
Student evaluation 
Student abi" ties 
Helip students 
Student success' 



63 
6 

34 
30 
39 

55/ 

65 

65' 



6 

19 

^9 



.12 
17 
19 
-8 
3 
. 3 



'3i' 
.18 

-3.. 
5 

13 
7 
6 
2 

9 



18. 

37 

18 

20 

2.1 

20 

17 

17 

16 



However, "Following a college adopted course outline" was extremely low in 
the Most column and yery high .in the NA column. This may indicate that instruc- 
tors, are not able to. obtain coUege-aciop'ted course outlines Or that they do not 
follow these outlines, perhaps to allow responsiveness to student needs or to 

.approach, the class in an individual way. The Item related to developing written 
statenients. of course obj.ectiyesi and requirements was rated j}roportionately 
low, as was the brie focusing on measuring students in ways congruent with course 

objectives and requirements. If the Division considers these activities important 
there is need to focus attention in these thVee areas. 

Instructors were queried further about the following: ^ ■ 

. Table 1-3 

Item 



% Most 


% Mid 


% Least 


% NA 


54o 


13 


-9 


24 


39 


14 


14 


32 


21 


12 


19 


4^ 


36 


16 


11 


37 


, 47 


10 


5 


39 


45 


10 


.4 


43 


77 


4 


1. 


18 


77 


3 


3 


21 



Student evaluation 
Colleagues Input 
Goordlnator evaluation ^ 
Regular .assessmant 
Student performance ^ 
Student potential 

Redprnnend Chenieketa Community College 
Teach again Chemeketa Community College 

>tost outstanding in this data is the fact that these, instructors carry a positive 
image of Chemeketa Community College, saying they would teach for the College 
again andVecommend the College to others, intarested in'tga^hing part-time. 

Instructors indicate that they .use only student evaluation input, discarding 
for the most part other evaluations in planning their class* They seldom. use 
iiiformation obtained from coordinators in planning. This could be from either 
a lack pf coordinator evaluation and input or from a perception that a 
coordinator-* s evaluation js not relevant to their planning process. Both 
T^dssi bill ties are important enough to investigate further. 

Data collected on instructional methods used by instructors In their classes 
indicates a high use of the lecture/discuission format (See Table 1-8, Appendix A)- 
Few instructors indicated work experience as an Instructional mode for their 
classes. Competency-based Instruction was a low priority, with 36% rating it 



not appllcableVto their class^ This may indicate that instructors are more 
concerned with presentation -of their subject matter than with the students' • 
mastery of the liifonnation presented. Or it may mean that they are not familiar 
with the" competency-based mode of instruction. ; 

~ . Table 1-4 ' . * • . ' 

- rM6st~— %"Mi'd — rLeast ~" % NA " ' 



h<ethod~ot instructTon 



Lecture/discussion 
Work experience .. 
Competency-based inHruction 



57 
13 
38 



^6 

,14. 



13 
•8 
13 



19 
73 
36 



In describing the components of the educational process that help them be most 
effective in teachi|iig the class surveyed, instructors indicated that several of 
the -items listed were absent ii? strength sufficient to become a barrier to a 
quality program. This is based upon a 20 point difference as an indicator of 
an important differeruje between Ideal and Real. . , 







Table I, 


- 5 










% Most " 


% Mid 




% Least 






i 


i D 


I 




D. i 


B. D 


I 


R 


D 


50 


46 -4 


20 


20 


0 7 


H -+4- 


22 


23 


+1- 


81 


59-22 


3 


14 +11 0 


7 +7 


16 


^0. 




68. 


48-20 


10 


21 +11 2 


9 +7" 


20 


2r 




72 


47-25 


10 


25+15 1 


7 +6 


17 


20 


+3 


45 


47 +2 


17 


18 


+1 16 


11 -5 


22- 


23 


+1. . 


32 


25 -7 


20 


23 


+3 14 


11 -3 


37 


38 


+1 


44 


34-10- 


11 


13 


+2 13 


18 +5 


33 


36 


+3- 


43 


31-"'2 


13 


19 


+6 13 


. 16 +3 


30 


34 


+4 


43 


32-11 


^20 


21 


+1 14 


22 +8 


23 


26 


+3 


47 


37-10 


20 


26 


+6 12 


14 +2 


21 


23, 


+2 


33 


11-22 


15 


15 


0 20 


40 +20 


^32 


34. 


+2 


36 


16-20 


14 


15 


+ > 14 


30 +16 


36 


39 


+3 


33 


18-15 


15 


19 


+4 10 


17 +7 


42 


•-45 


+3 


39 26-13 


17 


13 


-4 11 


24 +13 


34 


37 


+3 : 


IV 


17-4 


16 


16 


0 13 


25 +12 


40 


43 


+3-' 


70 


49-2"l 


4 


19 +15 3 


• 8 +5 


23 


73 


0 


41 


36-15 


' 13 


13 


.0 5 


' 18 +13 


41 


43 


+2 



Item/Service 

Eager students 
Instructional material 
Adequate f aci 1 i ti es 
Diverse students 
Cpnege, information 
Course information 
College expectations 
Identifications 
Know role 
Know colleagues 
Staff development 
Develop schedule 
Develop information 
Develop follow-up 
Adequate facilities 
Student support services 
Comp. supervision 

Items related to instruction are inadequate: instructional. materials and 
facilities for instruction, diverse students, and student support services. 
Some of these are difficult to interpret. The instructors* responses to the 
qOestionnaire section on 'student support services does not correlate with^this 
response very well. While diverse s'tudents -might be. desired by instructors, 
there is little the College can do to assure this. And there is t^e possibility 
that instructors are not, so open to the diversity of their students as they 
might be. Most of the literature on students in two-year colleges and those 
participating in adult/community/continuing education indicate an extremely 
diverse student population. There is no evidence to indicate that Chemeketa 
Community College students are less diverse. So it might be that Division 



adininlstrators need to help Instructors learn how to gather and use student, 
characteristics data in presenting their courses* This might- help" them perceive 
gneatejf diversity among their students as well as encouraging them to be ^' 
s tudent-c^rlented mo re than sub.i ect-orie nted • * • ' 



The ex pressed. des ire for more adequate instruc tional materials. an d in structional. 
facilitiiBS should be better understood^ before alternative coursds of action are * 
considered: 'is it course type or geographic location related?' 

The instructor responses indicate, too, that staff development may be an area 
that^ needs improvement. .They suggested that activities offered should.be more, 
relevant to their needs'and should be flexibly scheduled. The Division may^'"^ 
well consider revising the content of in-S'^rvice offerings, /scheduling them 
differently, and/or individuatizing npst of the units. 




On the whole, the instructors surveyed said that they received adequate infor- 
mation 'about the College regulations and about the course they were* teaching. ' 
They understood their role in the College community and felt they knew what ^ 
the College expected from them. Similarly, they knew their part-time .colleagues 
and felt a sense of identification with the College that was reasonably, close 
enough to their Ideal not to be a t(arrier to their functioning wall in the class. 



I 



V 



. ' • ■ " ADMifNISTRATOR SURVEY . ^ ' ' ' ' 

Community .SerH^es Division administrators were also surveyed as a part of^the 

^PJ!:studyL to^dettemine-their^^ . * 

eventeen-^tesporideatk^rated several^^^ for their— importance in 

-program planning: - . . 



• 

Goal . 


.^e A-1 
% Most 


% NA 


Hpliby . 

Personal Development 

Subject lntQt(esp 

Family/ConmtnT^y 

Job Preparation, Advancement 


65 
''58 

. 53 
50 ' 
47 


€ 

0 
6 



T|iis group viewed the certification function as the least important of their 
irajor emphases, which may be due to the fact that the Division offerings of * 
Vj-T and LDC courses are established and/or that credit courses are associated 
more with the Instructional Services Division, (See Table A-7*Appendix A)- 
They may have emphasized .hobby-recreation cours^^ more because scheduling in 

• that area is weaker, (and declining due to Divisiim-preferences for reimbursable 
FTE in 1976-77, a period of lower enrol liggj^)': In addition, these administrators 
niay haye^had a liberal working definition of leisure-hobby-recreation programming, 
recognizing that the line steadily blurs between, s,kills learned for recreational 

'or vocational intents and between personal* growth and leisure activity, The 
low percentage of responses in Least Important and NA likely indicate that 
Divisibn 'administrators have a concept . of a balanced curriculum as they jDlan 
course offer ings, - " / . ^ ^ 

Jhe, administrator J s most accessible contact with course content is the course 
outline, which describes the content to be covered in "new*' courses and serves 
a's a guide to instructors new to teaching part-time at Chemeketa, - Administrator 
responses to questions dealing with course outlines suggest that this is an * 
a,rea wherfe improvement is needed. ' ^ ^ 

^ \ ^ ^ ^ ^ Table A-2 * 

* : ' % Most % Mid % Least % NA- 

Outline avaiilable * , 83 ^35 -53 00 35 35 12 ^30 18 • 00 00 00 ' 

Outline with measurable objectives 76 06 -70 06 41 -35 18 ^ 47 29 18 53 '35^' 
Process for. review of outlines 71 12 -59 18 12 -6 12 76^ 64 12 76 64 



There is a difference of more than, 20 points between the Ideal and Real situation 
, on each item in the Most and more than 20 in both Least and NA. All indicate 
that the responses should be carefully studied. The data show that administrators 
value course outlines with objectives measurable in terms of student lejarnitig and 
want a py^ocess of systematic review of adopted course outlines. These responses 
also indicate that outline? are more likely available than they are to contain 



£^ ■ ^ 64 67 



specific learning oWectives. " if the Division wants, a quality program,. and , 
one that values the use of .measurable objectives (in outlines and in the 
classroomj, there is a need to focus, on- item two and develop strategies" for. 
working toward - thi s sgoal . The data &,ugge.st tha't. there is- no current procesis. 
for systonatic review of adopted course out.lines. Several questions aiyse. ^ 
What is the imp act of some outlines being.available while others are not? 
"Are outjines needed^for every course" the Division of f e.rs? ; What is-their 
•function in the educational" and administrative processes?' How would; requiring 
objectives stated in terms of student learning impact, upon in-service train- 
ing and instructor evaluation? . , 

The data suggest, there is a discrepancy between outlines being available .and 
their being regularly reviewed and updated.^ Revising outlines may be occuring, 
but revisions are seldfim being filed, due to the absence of a process.. -In all,V 
the responses to this section indicate a need to. fpcus , attention on the course 
outline processes, to'encourage the, development of the kinds of outlines desired, 
then to create a system for making outlines available and for reviewing .them- 
readily. - : i 

Administrators were asked to rate- the value and kinds of information available 
.to them (see table; A-8, appendix A). Responses indicated that data on class 
cancellation rates and the -abi lity of classes^ they manage to at'tVact sufficient 
students to "go" was" desired and obtaijnable. The item designed to find out 
wheth*»r or 'nOt they had and/or desired -data-- on student retention rates'was . 
poorly worded, thas contami na^:ed the responses, Airthat can be drawn from 
the"ite|i is that the average "-acceptable retention rate for Division a<imin- - 
.istrators was 80 percent. Other data in this/section^ further indicate "that 
•adlministrdtors value but are not currently receiving information which would 
tell them whether or not courses were hejping students fulfill their goals 
-for' enrolling and were m^etthg student -expectations. The data also ^indicate 
-that, administrators put relatively little value on obtaining information 
about whether or not classes encourage students' further participation in 
educatiohj This might be an area worthy of further investigation.; . 

Administra that they obtained infc.mHion that 85% or more of 

thp claj$ses'.they managed were performance-oriented, irrterms of data-cucrently 
available divisiorNwidc, it is difficult to determine wha^data they were 
using. And it is probably important, too, to know admininrators' wor.King 
-definition of "'^perfttrmance-oriented," They may have felt\that the majori-ty 
of their classes involved hands-on experience and^'were therefore, performance- 
oriented. . ■ ' . ' • ' 

Over all,^ivision administrators appear .to be receiving!' information' related ' 
to class status and to want more information than lihey are now receiving about ' 
what happenStto students in their classes. 

^ ' • ^ '. . ' 

Administrators perceived that instructors they'hire Most frequently demonstrate 
concern for students and aire effective teachers of adults. These responses 
Indicate a Division strength. » " ' ' ^ 



Table A-4 



Item 



LittU difficulty finding 

•qualified teachers 
Instructors seek help/feedback 

* id beTOre ^ffegtlve ' 
Itistructoirs demonstrate concern 

• for, students " 

' «f(strtictors are effect iv.e 
,r teachers; of /adults 



% Most" 


^'Mid % Least % NA 


35 


29 


24 12 


18 


59 


12 


r 76 


12 


12 


65 


24 


0 12 



J- 



.of a^verage frequency seems to be, the race with which instructors seek help in 
becdmi ng .more effective instructors. Givevi the percentage'of adequate res(>cises 
here, this. raises questions why enrollments ffre not higher for in-service staff 
development opportunities, and what^ might be done to increase the number of • 
Most responses.. The ZA% reply to item one in the Least column suggests tnat. 
administrators have some difficulty obtaining qualified instructors. Thi:^ 
niay reflect their taking a very local rather than District-wide view of the 
tal6n't pool, out of consideration for their travel budgets. And it may indicate 
a., need for a central i: id instructor pool 'to help local administrators in staffing 
"emergencies'." ' . ^ 

Division administrators'also rated items for their importance in helping them 
Be -effective managers and indicated the. availability of each in their position 
at Chefneketa Cqmmun.ity .College. " - _ 



Aids to;Ef 'ective Management 



Table A 


















% Most 


'% Mid 


% 


Least % NA 


I 


R 


D 


I 


0 


D 


I 


R 


D I R D 


88 


24 


-64 


00 


59 • 


^59 


12 


18 


06 00 00 00 


77 


41 


-36 


06 


35 


29 


18 


24 


08 00 00 00 


88 


29 


-59 


.. 06 


35 


29 


06 


30 


24 00 06 06 


88 


24 


-64 ■ 


06 


35 


29 


06 


30 ' 


24 0(f 12 12 


88 


24 


-G4 


UO 


53 


53 


12 


18 


06 00 . 06 '06 


77 


47 


•^30 


12 




17 


06 


24 


18 06 00 -6 


. 83 


06 


-77 


1? 


71 


59 


06 


?A 


18 00 Ou 00 


83 


07 


-76 


6 


18 


12 


06 


06 


00 06 06 00 


83 


18 


-65 


12 


65 


53 


06 


12 


06 00 06 -06 


53 


53 


00 


24 


29 


05 


18 


12 


-6 06 06 00 


65 


53 


-12 


12 


29 


17 


06 


00 


-6 18 18 00 


78 


35 


-41*, 


12 


47 


35 


06 


12 


06 06 06 00 



Adequate* inforrii-.tion for planning 
Effective hiring procedures 
Poo} of qualified instructors 
Financial* resources 
/\ppropr'i a te phys i ca 1 f ac i 1 i t i es 
Procedures -for /^implementing new - 

course ideas\ ' 
Information on teacher effectiveness 
Support fn>Ti immediate supervisor 
^ ' Dean 
' College President 
Adeqvate* training .in'mgmt.- skills 
Staff deveto^ent activities 

To work- toward\.better-than-adequate program, the Division might focus atten- 
tion, on each^itemXin the Most column with a -20% or more points difference 
between the Ideal aNid Real situations. Those with sixty or more difference 
points might be very important, especially if responses in other columns reinforce 
the perception by showing 30 or more points difference in the Mid^ column. Further 
reinforcement would occur with 20 or more difference points ifi Least or NA 
columns. Although t'he outcome varies with perspectives or analysis, processes 



or instructor evaluati'on, comnuni cation with Division su^^arvisors, adequate 
financial resources, information for planning and developing an instructor pool 
could becpme targets for improvement in the Division. 

Two of these items need further discussion, perhaps. While seeing financial 
resoiJrces as less than ideal is almost a predictable response from adminis- 
trators, it mdiy come in this case from the discrepancy they see between the 
scope or budgeted projects ar.^ conmuntly needs perceived. 

That the adm^Jnistrator^.. responding rated their training in management <5kil Is 
so high was a surprise, especially since -many educational managers have 
lamented their lack of training in management. It was also surprising that 
any- administrator would respond NA to this item. 

Ptyision administrators were also asked to indicate preferences for selected 
student services in their ideal program and to describe their availability in 
each administrator's curr-^nt program. 
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% Most ' 




% Mi 


d 


■ % Least 


% NA 




I 


R 


D 


r 


R 


D 


I 


R 


D 


I 


R 


.D 


Registration^ ' 
Business Office 


80 


30 


-53 


12 


53 


■ 41 


06 


18 


12 


00 


00 


00 


88 


53 


-35 


12 


35 


23 


00 


06 


06 


00 


06 


06 


LRC 


65 


30 


-35 


w 24 


47 


23 


06 


18 


12 




24 


12 


Bopk'ttore- . 


76 


53 


-23 


12 


35 


23 


12 


12 


.00 


00 


06 


06 


Data Processing 


88 


35 


-53 


06 


47 


41 


•06 


18 


12 


00 


00 


00 


Prir'^ing 


• 82 


24 


-58 


18 


65 


47 


00 


12 


12 


00 


00 


00 


Clerical help 


83 


53 


-30 


18 


29- 


11 


00 


12 


12 


Ob 


06 


06 


Counseling students 


83 


65 


-18 


12 


18 


06 


06 


18 


12 


00 


00 


00 


Advising students 


82 


47 


-35 


18 


29 


ir 


00 


24 


24 


CO 


00 


00 


Job placement for students 


47 


00 


-47 


24 


12 


-12 


12 


59 


47 


18 


29 


11 


Child cara for students 


35 


06 


-29 


.24 


06 


-18 


36 


-65 


29 


. 06 


24 


18 


Tutprin*^ for students 


53 


06 


-47 


24 


12 


-12 


12 


"4 


52 


12 


18 


06 


Student activities 


06 


06 


CO 


"35 


12 


-23 


47 


' 59 


12 


12 


24 


12 



Using -20 difference points as an index in the . t column, only one item does 
not require further consideration in aiming for d quality program. However, 
none show negative strength at f^f\ mid-measure/ Thus the. Division needs to 
further understand what is lacking in each of these ar^^^is that Keeps them so 
far away from the adminis-trator ideal. 

The Administrator Survey did not contain items intended to measure attitudes 
toward Chemeketa Community. Certlege as a place to work or other indicators of 
job satisfaction. Since the two other surveys contained these kinds of items, 
it is regretablc that they were omitted for this group. 
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COMBINED ANALYSES 

^ Where possible, ccppari sons were made among the PIP survey responses from" ' 
•students instructors ar\d administrators. 

Overall » Chemeketa rated well. Studen^ts would reconwend their courses and 
instructors to others and instructors both wanted to continue teaching part-time 
for the College and would recommend it to *others wanting to teach part-tijne. 
The Division is challenged to maintain these positive ^attitudes while working 
*:^6ifrard' improving program weaknesses. 

Student and instructor? responses were quite parallel in rating trfeir goals for 
enrolling in the course and-for teaching the course. 'These two groups were 
farthest apart on\the personal development goal , ^possibly since the instructors 
may have approached the class from-^n understanding of the long-term relation- 
.ship between formarl education and personal development more than students who 
were likely to be more short-term in their perspectives. 

the ajiministra tors' responses about goals werfe quite different from' the other 
groups, posstbly because they were answering in terms of programs rather than 
^specific courses. Their responses were more brnoadly distributed along the 
rating scale and they saw none of the goals as "Not Applicable". ^ 

The area in whfch the greatest difference, ainong the three groups occured was 
the goal of certification. Students rated it highest, followed by instructors, 
then administrators. If this suggests that students are more interested in 
'certification than administrators had thought, it has several implications 
fbj; the Division. Should program planners make it easier for students to 
acftieve cer.tificate goals through sequential scheduling; for example? 
Should the College adopt a goal that aims towaro students being able to 
earn any certifitate the College offers by attending only in the evening? 
Or another avenue might be explored. Do students want to receive certificates 
of completion for single courses or small clusters of relatecl courses? The 
Division should seek further understanding of this response. since basically 
it challenges some major assumptions the administrators appear to hold about 
the importance of certif * :ation to students in their programs. 

Across the sample, ratings of support services indicate that students and 
instructors value these services far less than administrators ift their descrip- 
tion of an ideal situation. It would therefore be difficult to support working 
toward the administrators' ideals on the basis of the^e data. It is perhaps 
important to work toward a better understanding of what ^rvices part-time 
students perceive they need before recom.nandi ng further Development of the 
services listed. 

Comparing administrator and instructor data related to course content indicates 
that course outlines may be the center of an important weakness in the Division. 
Instructors indicated that the College-adopted course putline was not an 
important guide in planning the course, while administrators suggested that the 
content of outlines and processes for disseminating and updating them were 
inadequate. A]l of these have important implications for quality control, 
both in credit and non-crodit classes. 



ibivtslon administrators facing the quality control question must aJso reineniber 
"^^that students rated the courses very pocitively, despite there being no regular 
^9ins for 'Stands^rdi zing course content or procedures fot quality control that 
Uise the. course outline. 

rFurther cross comparlsonb were not possible among the summary data available 
xilnce 'the parallel segments in the survey instruments contained different . - 

questilons. onei appropriate to each group. Cross tabulations between selecteci ^ 
vl terns Wlll.be made at a later date and a report of the new information prepared 

at that time. 
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SUMMARY 

PROGRAM STRENGTHS . 

J quality of Instruction in Community Service Division courses ts high from 
k^t^ -perspectives of students, instructors, and administrators. ■ 

Students are satisfied with their courses. They rated course effectiveness 
f ind 'Course corrteht high. They indicated that courses had a practical applica- 
>;tioh.dnd were iH.terestirig; In general", instructors seem to be keeping their 
:;^contr«1cts'^ witlL^ about what the course will be. Methods of instruction 
|C!et the needs of siupents, too. ' . • 

^pStudents were satisfied with coursr sites, which were primarily campus and 
i;C«iiiiun1ty, and they indicated few barriers to their further participation in 
5?educatlon at Chemekota. * . • . : 

« - ' i • . • ■ » > • ■ . ■ 

l:The Students who rated the. support services, available tp them, rated them highly. . 

^^oUrse goals .ated by instructors and student§.were quite parallel, indicating 
l^/JgiDCKiness of fit\that probably fosters lea^^^^ " . - 

E^Ihstructors indicated that thfey were very interested in the. success of their 
istudentS;. and the perceptions of students and administrators ;-jdicated th::t " 
?:lhstructors carried this value into their classroom performance. 

:$tudents aiid instructors have. a vefy positive image of the college. 

jj^nstructors indicated that they use student evaluations of their" classes in 
T; planning processes. ' . - 

Instructors felt that they received adequate information about the College and . 
understood their role in the community college. 

^^Idmlnistrators were viewing the survey questions from" qui te'-e- different, perspec- 
gtive' than the other groups. Theirs was pvogram related 'and revealed. t;hey' strive 
Jtowdrd a bVoad and balance^ curriculum'.and are sensitive t-o the. extent of 
iservices ultimately required to me'»t conmunUy needs: 

PROGRAM W^'KNESSES. ' 

fistudents indicated that instructors might stimulate students more, explain their 
?^critlc1$ms better, construct exams that required, more than memorized responses 
fand evaluate students more fairly. . , ^ i ' 

'Students indicated a preference for instructional methods that relate to learn- 
ing by doing but that they are not having sufficient opportunities for experiential 
learning. . • • . ' 

:As the survey was administered during the tenth week of the term, -it. did not 
reach students who had stopped attending class..- Their responses might be quite 
different from- those who haVe continued their* education, and would certainly 
be valuable information. / ' 



^^^?lr?;.i!?r ]^ve]s of educational.attainment and lower family incomes are 
#[?ct^^llK courses, proportionate ^0 the^r numbJ^s iSThe. 

^iit^iSsJru*;^^ part-time teachers appeals not to 

instructor needs snd should be critically reviewed. not lo 

l^lhistrators lack sufficient d^ta for effecilye program pi anni 

lifted i^^^^ : 

|i^^tuctor;eyalu.tton. Instructor pool, and student follow-up" ' 

viJfir s\?mf "^^ *" comtoicatlon and sqper 



ng, 



^: >■ AREAS FOR F4JRTHEk INVeSTIGATIWI 

ftlw^relatlve^lw ratings git^en'by students and instructors to the educational 

f development, family life and health/ 
^^afety rt^ tij be better understood. If the responses are related to program- 
5?or th^ iSsirSf Division can determine strategies appropriate 

s*"^ehts who experience.barriers to attending Chemeketa 

^"^""P* ^^ems appropriite to determine 
^^^^^ prevent students from attending; ' • 

^::teny^ part-time students did not seetn to, see the relationship of the student 
A^SIi^nnlfi > tje -questionnaire tp^ the .courses they were taking. This ■ 
.perception needs further understanding. . 

^Wiat^ls- the role and commitment of the College tc firovide educational services 
^0 the under-educated adults of the Distrfct? 

IJhough, Instructor and administrator respojises suggested that course outlines 

^m1|ht be an irea of Division weakness, students indicated high satisfaction 

t With courses. What is the role of the outline in courses for part-time students? 



"^^^^ studied by two representatives from each depart- 
vfljent, the Community Ed Intern, the Assistant to the. Dean, and the Dean. In 
..developing this analyses \ogether. members of the team were excited by the 
;^^9fprt%t1on and its potential usefulness. ^ ujr trie 

J.sy.stem for returning suirmarized information to instructors and administrators 
^ who participated in the survey i4 being developed. Further analyses of the* 

data gathered. are scheduled and their result will be disseminated to the 

appropriate people. ^ - 

€^-r' ^ / ' 

^This is' the first major assessment conducted by the Division, and as such is ' 
,?just_ a beginning. It furnished the -basis for future studies and becomes a 

catalyst toward improyed- services and more effective administration in the 
^-Community Service Division. 



Appendix A 



Table S-10 



Blocks to Continuing Education 

Couj*se "Information 
Transportation 

Finances ' ' •" . 

Advertisfemient 

Self Confidence , 

Handicapped . ■ • 

Child Care . 

Clasi Times 

Course Off erinss 

Release Time' ^ 

Short Programs 



% Most 


% Mid 


% Least 


% NA 




19 
\c 


o 


£0 


« 


o 
o 








1 1 


1 D 




46 


12 


12 


30 


20 


10 


. 22 


'48 


3 


2 


9 


86 


8 


3 


■ 8 


81 . 


57 


11 ^ 


, 7 


25 


62 


10 


9. 


19 


14 


8 


n 


67 


29 


10 


13 


48 
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« Instructional Methods 
Lecture 

Lecture/Discussion 
Lab 

"Individual 
. Work Experience 
Competency Based 



Table 1-^8 
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% Most 




% Least ' 


Mb. 


33 


23 


24 


2V 


■ 57 


n 


13 


19 


51 


9 


4 


36 


.51 ' 


10 


10 


29 


13 . 


6 


8 : 


73 


38 


14 


13 


36 
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Course Goals 


% rtost 


% Mid 


% Least 


^ MA 


Job Preparation 


47 


29 


18 


6 


Certification 


35 


24 


- 30 


12 


Subject Interest 


53 


35 




6 


Personal Development 


58 


35* 


6 


P 


Hobby K 


65 


18 


12 


6 


Health/Safety 


41 


47 


6 


6 


Fiunily/Community Oevelopnient 


.50'. 


41 


9 


0 
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Ttanagement Information 










% Mid 




% Least 




% 


NA 






I 


R 


D " 


I 


R 


D 


I 


R 


D 


r 


R 


D 


Student Goals 


82 


6 


-76 


12 


47 


+35 . 


6 


41 


+35 


0 


6 


+ e 


Student Expectations 


82 


_ 18 


-64 


12 


65. 


+53 


\ 6/ 


12 


+12 


^o 


6 


+ 6 


Further Education 


65 


30, 


-35 


24 


24 


0 


12 


42 . 


.+30- 


0 


6 


+ 6 


Retention 


59 


24 


-35 


0 


,24 


+24 


6 


12 


+ 6 


"35- 


41 


+ 6 


t Attraction. 


64 


64 


0 


18 


0 


"18 


12 


24 


+12 


6 




+ 6 


Perfongatice ''Oriented 


59 


36 


-23 


•24. 


. 18 


+ 6 


6 


24 


+18' 


.•12 


24 


+12 



; SURVEY DESIGN & METHODOLOGY • • ^ 

The Coinnunity Services Division offers nd specific programs or curriculums 
that f,it into these traditional' labels. Rather, it provides educational services 
in the form'of classes, activities or events 1) to people, who as members of 
identifiable sub groups of the college population, are specific clients, and 
2) to people who live in geographic areas within the district. All course 
offerings for the Division at the fourth week of fall term 1977 were assigned " 
to one of the two categories: geographic or clientele. Membership in one of 
the categories was also assigned to each. coordinator and other division staff - 
where necessary, with the following results:. 



Clientele 

Department 

Adult Basic Ed 
Special Programs 
Corrections ' 
All Others 
Community Events 
Senior Programs 



Staff Code 



WY, WZ 
W 

HD 
HE 



Geography 

Department 

Salem Metro 
Other Marion Co. 
Polk County 
Yamhill County 



Staff Code 

-H, HA, HB, HC 
. BJ, BG 
BE, BF 
BR, BS 
B 



Samp! e 

The 1149: course offerings listed at fourth week were arranged according to 
category and to reimbursement type: lower division collegiate, voc-tech 
preparation, voc-tech supplementary, other re i.^ibur sable (general adult ed), 
and non-reimbursable (hobby-recrealion-leisure adult ed). Approximately 
75% (860) of the courses fell inco the geographic category. Withi,n reimburse- 
ment classifications the classes were distributed as follows: 



LDC 



VTP 



VTS 



OR 



NR 



Geographic 
N = 860 (75%) 

Clientele 
N'= 289' (25%) 



166(19%) 82(9.5$) 188(21.9%) 270(31.4%) 154(17.9%) 



71 (24.6%) 93 (32.2%) 3 (1.0%) 107 (37.0%) '15 (5.2%) J 



A stratified random sample was selected, assuming a 90% confidence limit that 
the sample would be representative of the Division offerings. Thus 153 classes 
from the geographic category and 51 from the clientele group were chosen randomly, 
usirjg a table of random numbers. The selections were made proportionate to 
their strength within the geographic or clientele groups and among the reimburse- 
ment classifications. 



Geographic 
N =. 155 



LDC ■ 
30 



VTP 
15 



VTS 
34 



OR 
48 



NR 
28 



Clientele 
N = 55 
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14 



17 



1 



7S 



20 



Sample selection included a number of classes that had been terminated due to 
insufficient enrollment or had already been completed. (See table M-1). While 
these are representative of what happens with 10-15X of the division offerings 
per term, they were not intended to be included in the survey sample, Discovery 
of, their inclusion caused substitution of similar courses in seven cells of 
the sample, which had contained only classes that were terminated or had 
completed before the survey was administered during the tenth week of the 
quarter. « * 

Survey. Instruments 

The objective of the survey was to measure program quality from three different 
perspectives: students, instructors and administrators. Three different instru-" , 
ments were designed. The major subject areas of all three were parallel , focusing 
on educational goals/interests, course conteilt, course, outcomes, course presentors, 
barriers/obstacles to further education or highest performance, and support 
services. The student questionnaire contained three additional sections: instruc- 
tional methods, course sites, and demographic information. 

Without, previous assessment data on program quality in the Livision, there was 
no quantitative base against which to measure quality. Thus several areas of 
the -instruments were designed to measure opinion or judgments, representing- 
(1) valuations of what ought to be (the Ideal) and (2) -beliefs .of what is (the » 
Real)* Areas where major discrepancies occurred between the Ideal :and Real 
were signaled for further analysis on the basis that the discrepancy would 
likely indicate arf factor that could impact on program quality. 

All three survey instruments were p;iot tested in the Community Education Depart- 
ment at Linn-Benton Community College, which is. close by and which attracts 
students much- like those who enroll in adult and continuing education classes 
at Chemeketa Community College./ Revisions were made as a result of these tests 
and X)f suggestions from Chemeketa Comnunity College staff in Community Services 
and other divisions on campus. ' 

Survey packets containing an instructor, survey and sufficient Instruments for 
each student were distributed to the selected classes during the tenth week of 
Fall Term. Survey returns averaged over 89%, when classes not surveyed either 
because^they had been terminated or had already completed instruction were 
removed from the sample. (See' Figure M«-l)\ 



Threats To The Validity of The Data 

A number of the classes in the sample could not be surveyed since they had 
been terminated or instruction had- been completed. 

Corrections: VTP offerings were taught by employees of the State of Oregon, 
thus eliminated from sample at last minute. 

One^correctional institution did not return any of the surveys - 'Most In the 
U.S. mail". . ' * 

Outreabh: the number of surveys not returned was proportionally higher, especially 
in some locations. 
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The focus of the^Student and Instructor surveys was course-specific, while it 
was program-wide fbr administrators. This hindejred combined group analyses- 

The use* of the double scale may have confused some respondents. 

The survey instv^uments may have used the language of traditional educational 
processes that are not agpropriate for the part-time adult students surv.eyed. 

The' five point scale used'may have :enc^,uraged, the students to rate situations 
better than they are,, thereby creating a halo effect that would affect the 
•results; * . : 

o - — ' 

The admijiistration of the survey was a biJL4iasty to hit»the tenth week when 

• most non-credit classes were meeting for the last time. More preparation time 
with coordinators would have helped, especially since coordinators and ^i nstructors 

' are busy with end-of-term responsibilities during this week. • 

"No Responses" Were key punched in NA column, thereby affecting results up to. 
^9 percentage points. • \ 
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JRVEY SAMPLE 



GEOGRAPHiC LOCATION SAMPLE 
- CAMPUS 



NORTH AREA 



LDC 
VTP 
'VTS 
' 0.^ 
NR 
TOTALS 



i 



J? 



/ 



1 



LDC. 


13 


2 


0 


.-0 


VTP 


12 


/ 4- ' 


1 


J ° 

■ 0 


VTS 


19 


. 5 


Z 


OR 


, 9 


3 


0 


. 0 


■ 


5- 


2 


0 


- 0 


TOTALS ' 


58 


16 


3 


0 



5 


0 


0 


-0 


a 


0 


0 ' 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


3 


0 


0 


-0 


9 


.0' 


0 ' 


0 



i 



St 



39 



-SOUTH AREA 



. LDC' 
VTP 
VTS 
OR 
NR 
TOTALS 



3 

2' 
2 
7 
1 

T5 



0 

1 
0 

1 

_0 
2 



0 
0 
0 
4 

_o 
.4 



0 
0 
0 
0 

_g 

0 



McMINNVILLE 



. .DALLAS 
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LDC 


6- 


.2 


1 


- 0 


VTP 


1 


0 


0 


0^ 


VTS 


6 


3 


1 


0 


OR 


8 


0 


3 


4 


NR 


6 


Z 


2 


2 


TOTALS '\ 


27 


7 


7 


6 


LDC 


5 




0 


0 


VTP 


.J 


0 


0 


0 


VTS 


4 


0 


1 


0 


OR 




2 


1 


0 


NR 


A/ 


2 


1 


0 


TOTALS 


21 


6 


3 


0 



80 



82 



12 



EbGRAPHIC LOCATION SAMPLE 



<0 



J? 
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MONMOUTH/JNDEPfNDENCE 

LDC ■ 1 

VTR. 0 

VTS * , 2 

OR 5 

NR 4 

• tot;'.s T? 



0 
0 

1 

1 

J. 

5 



0 
0 

0 
0 

0 



0 
0 

0 
0 

0 



lELD REPRESENTATIVE 
LDC 
VTP 
VTS 
OR 
.NR* 
TOTALS 



0 
0 
0 

3 

_3 
6 



0 
0 
0 

2 
1 



0 
0 

, 1 • 



0 
0 
0 
0 

1 



STAYTOK • 



LOC 
VTP 
VTS 
OR 
NR 
TOTALS 



0 
0 
1 
3 

1 
6 



0 
0 
0 
1 

J. 
2 



0 
0 

0 

1 

_0 

1 



0 

a 

0 

0 

_o 

0 



SILVERTON 



LOC 
VTP 
VTS 
OR 
NR 
TOTALS 



0 
1 

3 
5 
_6 
15 



0 
0 
1 
2 
_3 
6 



0 
0 
0 
0 

_g 

0 



0 
0 
0 
0 

_g 

0 



WOODBURN 



LDC. 
VTP 
• VTS- 
OR 
NR 
TOTALS 



1 

0 
1 
6 
_2 
10 



0 
0 
1 

2 

JL 

•4 



0 
0 
0 
0 
_0 
0 



0 
0 
0 
2 

J. 
3 



.ographic Location 
mple Totals- 
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179 



51 



81 



19 



10 



83 • -X.- 



99 
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FECIAL GROUPS SAMPLE 



*j ^ ^ 



B *< 1:^ 



^ 

i -i? «? J* ^ 
, ^ C 



St' 



SENIOR PROGRAM 

• - LDC 0 0 .. 0 0 

VTP ' 0 0 0 0 

' ;vTS .0 0 0 0 

OR ^000 

^ ■ NR JL _0 _0 _0 

TOTALS 5 0 0 0 

■ . ■ •« 

COMMUNITY EVENTS , 

i.DC 0 0 0 0 

/TP • 0 0 0 0 

VTS 0 0 0 0 

OR . 5 3 0 0 

NR ~ ' J. _0 , _0 

TOTALS 8 5 0 0 

ABE-ESL-HS COMP. . . 

LDC 0 0 0 0 

VTP 1 1 0 0 

VT5, 0 0 0 0 

. OK 13 V 4 0 3 

NR _0 _0 '_0 _0 

TOTALS . >14 5.0 3 

SPECIAL PROJECTS . \ 
LDC 
VTP 
VTS 
OR 

NR , 



0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


"3 


2 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0. 


0- 


0 


0 


0 




2 


0 


0 
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CORRECTIONS. 


< 










14 


0 


0 - 


3 




■ VTP 


14 


10 


0 


0 , 




• VTS 


0 


0 ■ 


0 


0 




' OR 


0 . 


0 


0 


0 




NR 


0 


d 


0 


0 




TOTALS 


28 


^10 


0 


3 - 


15 


FECIAL GROUPS TOTALS - 


6^ 


2.2 


0 


6 


31 



' , ' Appendix' C 

^ STUDENT QUEST lONHAIRE AND PERCENTAGE RESPONSES ' ' ^ - 

Cheweketa Cownunity College has initiated a Program Improvement Plan to better 

cUizens of our College District. This survey, whi?h is a part of 
that plan, will provide information to col lege) planners considering future 
college programs. The information you give wfll be treated confidentially 
a^-l you will remain anonymous. Thank you for your participation and help in 
• the Program Improvement Plan. " . .c.h m 

Please read the response headings carefully. Mark one response per line 
indicating, your rating.} Where used^ne = a high rating; Five = a low rating; 
!J«r4!S^?f41"'*K^ ^2"*. ^^^^ °" each iirie individually rather than 

I!™^ J I ^" * section. If you have questions, please ask the 

person distributing the ^rvey for help. . ' 

I. Please rate the following as reasons for. yofr enrolling in this course: ' . 

^Most Important Le ast ' . . , . ' . 

.1 2 3 4 5 NA - 
. 37 11*10 3 8 31 Job preparation; job advancement. 
„ 28 10 8 '4 12 38* Tp earn a credential , degree or. certificate. . 

■ 46 17 15*' 7 '5 9 To leam for its own sake; for Interest in the subject. 

23 13 18 9 11 26 To leam about myself pnd others; to develop my creativity. 

19 7 10 7 17 40 Tp develop a hobby or for recreational purposes; 
° leisure activity. \ . 

11 6 8 4 13 SG Health, physical well-being .or sufety. 

.17 11 14' 6 13 40 Eor th?- betterment of honie and family or conmunity. 

•II. PleaSjj^dejjjribe the content of this course by circling one rbsponse per line. 

86 7 7 -ourse materials and assignments were adaptable to meet 
indi.vidual student needs and interests. 

"'83 7 11 The difficulty of course materials and assiqjinient-s was 
appropriatr for" this course. 

• 87 6 6 The content ^6f the course has had a practical application; - 

94 5 2 The course has been interesting. " - ' . 

■ 91 2 7 The course was what the instructor said -it would be. ■ 

III. PI ea5e indicate how effective thi.^ course has been in'helping you meet your 
■ ^pals/ interests for enrolling and in the other areas that follow. 

Yes No NA ' ' 

83 . 5 12 The dourse helped me meet my goals for enrolling, 

92 5 ' 3-1 would recuTinend this coiirse'to others. ' ' ."^ • 

92 4 3 I would recommend this instructor to others. 

4 80 14 6 I intend to study this subject/interest further. 
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Page I, III continued. Please indicate how effective this course has been in' 
.helping you meet your goals/interests for enrolling arid .in the other areas that 

fOllOM. ■ ■ ' t i 

Yes No NA' , 

. I9 5 6 I have learned new skills., ideas, attitudes >4nd values in •■- 
' the classc ' ' , . \ , ; • 

' - --v • ' ■ ' ■ 

72 12 16 What I have learned has helped in my personal develppment. 



^22—33- 45 What I. have learned has helped me participafelnore in 'civic 
and community affairs. ' ■ % • ' - . 

' 86 9 5. What I^ave learned has met my expectetions for this course. 

JV. Please descrit your Instructor's behaviors by" rating the following: 

Most Frequent Least • ' ^ 

: 1 2 '3 4 5 NA . : * 

50 18 12: 5 3 11 Instructor promoted discussion. 

63 17 10 3 .2 4 ' Seemed enthusiastic about the course materials* 

40 20 16 4. 4 15 Encouraged students to find answers, to their own questions: 

46 21 13 5 i 12 Varied approaches to meet the sftuation. • • * 

> 

29 12 8 4' 6 42 Gave ^exams that required more than menwrized responses. 

• ■ 64 .17 9 2 3 6 Demonstrated skills and/p- conc^ts we^ll. ^ 

48 15 8 2. 2 25 .Evaluated student ^perfonitance fairly. 

^ 38 16. 17 5 4 20 . Stimulated students, to develop Intellectual curiosity 

and/or skill c<>ff)petencies beyond that required by most r • 



' , courses,, ^y*^ ^ . ^ \ 

64 16 8 3 2*7 Clearly stated the objectives, of the course. / \^ 

63 18 8 4 2. 5 Explained .matetial s clearly was to the poipt. ^ ' \* 

63 17 8 3,. 3 s Showed nn'ueres^^ students being successful-in the ctass'. - \ 

49 13 10 4 ,3 20 Related class wonk to- everydfiy situations. ^/ 

32 13 12 5 35 ^Explained^criticisms of student .performance. - 



V. Please indicate the importance of any of 'the following to yoy in continuing 
yoi^r education at Chemeketa ^Communi ty College. ' - 

Most Important Least . " 

. . 1 2 '3 41 5 NA . . • * • ^ 

42 13.12, 3 5 26 Adequate infocmatlon on educational opportunities. 

16 6 8^ 14 52 Adequate transportation.. ^ . ' * \ 

25 7 11 5r 11 42 Sufficient financial resources. ^ ^ 

33 13 12 5 7 30 Advice on Qourses appropriate for my needs. 

13 7 10 5 17 '48 Overcoming my fear gf not being sjccessful in 'school. 

'2 2 1 8 36 physical handicap hinders my mobility. * ' 

6 2 3 'i 7 81 Adequate child care facilities/resources.', 

O 46 11.11 2 5 25. Class times that fit my needs- 
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STUdEHT QUESTIOMHAIRE . . , ^. :^ / . ' 

Pige 2Vlt^ V continued. . Please i;idicate'the Importance of ariy of the following > ; 
to you in continuiiM your educatlcn at i:hefneketa f inmlinity Co.l^ 
- ; I 2. 3 4 5 ■ ■ ■ , ■ ' . 

52 ijS ia 3 *6 19 Courses i want are offered. ' 
. 10 4 V! 3 8 67*1 Release' time from work . ' 

' ' 21 8 10 4 9 48 Degree/certifi cate pro grams^ tha,t don't ti?ke too T6ng to . ! ^ 

compleite. • ' , * ' ' 

, V;. Please rate the following student services .which might be provided by a* college. 
On the left indicate those "you most need ^nd on th^" right ;5hoiw those that 
\^re 4i.vaH able to you in this course,. 1^ 

* 21 7 11 5 8 47 Advising, counseling and cocinseling ig ^ lo 4 9 56 . 

^services. ' ' ■ ■ /■ ' '. 

"16 8 11 4 8 54 Credit recording and evaluation ' . 12 5 9 .5 s 64 
, ■ ■ • seWice.. . ' ' ?i * 

20^ 7 9 4 8 51 Library* Learning-Center a^nd tutor- is' 5 -7 -si . 7.61 
' W ' ' ' ing services. - 

22 9 16 3 7 49 Nearby 800k Store services. . " ' ig 6,8 4'* 7 59 

^ 6' 3 5 3 11 71 ^^^^alth services (such -as^ health ' 3 2 4 1 7' 83 • 

insurance. ' ■ > •. ■ 

■ - ■ ■ , • • './•.. 

7 3 4- 1 7 78 Chjlld.care services. . * 4 1 3 2 6 85 • . • 

' . 1 ^ • . , ■- # * ' . : . ; ' ■ 

VII. Please -'jicate the instructional method >y which you pr ar to1:e«rn Wef^t : 

coTunr, and describe the method (sWsed In this- course (right co]unin): c ' 

Ideal Class ' . ' ^ Current CI as ^ 

High Preference Low , * / '^p2 3' '4 I^^Na" 

19 11 19 10/15 2? '.Lecture M'ethod ' ' . 25 11 15 6 .10 34 

39 16 12 5 6 22 Lecture and discussion > - 32 14 12 6. e- 30 

36 14 10 3 3 34 Laboratory, workshop and studio . 2*2 8 9 4 r9:ii8' 

demonstration. _ j * 

. * ) . 

■ 42 12 12 4 6 24' Individualized instruction; working ,29-7 7 7 lo 4o * 

it your own pi^e ^r on your mx\ , 
project. 

24 id 8 2 5 51 Work experience; on the job trS^iing ^7 3 4 3 73 

or internship. " ■ ' 

29 13 15, 4 5 34 Competency-based instruction (denx)n- 18 9 11 s* 9 49 
^ strating mastery of one or conreptt 
then moving on to anotherh^ 
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Pt(>ase Indicate the site yoCi mtfst prefer for education '(^eft column) -and 
descrljje the site of this course (rigW column} 

. Ideal , Class 
%%t Preferred „Lea$t . 
1 2 3 4. 5 HA p^^^^ employment 

Occupational or technical facility ^ 
site related to sul ject. 



13 6 9 

Id io io 



5 16. 51 
4 8 51 



31 9 10 4 10 36 
3? iO 10 4 6 3^ 



Chemelceta Connunity ColTege^ Campus. 

Comminfty location 

Other (please 1 ist i__ 



, Current C^as^ 

■ Currently Used 
Yes Ho. KA 



11 

13 



-31 
28 



58 
58 



41 20. 39 
38 18 44 ' 



VlIK General Infonuatibn Optional 

In this section ple«»se give us information about yourself . Thfe ihfonnatio/v 
will be treated confid^tially. As this section is optional »'We will . 
appreciate your giving us this information to guide us in future, planning; 



Circle one response only for each of the following question^ 



1. Your age 



a: 
b. 
c. 

<• 
e; 

fi- 

i 

5. 
h. 
i. 



16-19 10 

20-24 17 

25^29 19 

30-34 15 

35-39 9 

48-49 12 

50-59 8 

60-61 1 

62 + 6 



2. Your sex > 
' a. male 43 
. b/. female -52 



3. Your ethnic background 

"a.- American Indian 

r . b. Asian 

• c. Black • 

d. Spanish Surname 

. e. White ' 

f. Other 



2 
0 

1 

' 2 

85 



4., What is your estimated family vncomel 
a. Under I3000 
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b; $3,000 - $7.99i> - 

c. '$8,000 - $9,999^ , 

d. $10,000 - $13',999 

e. ; $14,000 - '$15,999- 
fr $16,000 - $18,999 
g. $19,000 - 520,999' 
h'. $2WbOO *- $24,999 

. 1 $25,006 ,and /above 



10 ■ 

.13 V 
9 

1.2 

8 ■ 
9" 

■J -A 
12 . 



5..^ What is the highkA of 
education completed? ' \ 

a. 8th jra^' or below * 

b. gth^^lth irade . : 



THANK YOU- FORVY^R H^P 



3 

io 



c. 'lligh 'school diploma/GED 23 
'<i .\ 'Borne- col lege 



e. Associate degree 

f. Bvhelors -degree 
a; Mas tars deigree 
h. Doctors degree 



'37 

■' 5 

12 

< 4 

1 



J, 
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= i^STRUCTOft SURVEY AND PERCENTAGE. RESP^^ • 

feJIlSI^II^'^!!?""^*^ S°^^®3e has initiated a Program Improvement Plan to better 
: citizens of our College. District. This survey, which is a part of 

^l^i-£l*Sil^llL''*^¥l**^^"^°'^ *° planners considering future 

V colliig^ PJ??*^***-, liuXVTnation you give will be treated confidentially 

r^S^^lJtlSpSlSpSre participation and hel/ln 



Jl^ase^rKiicatfe the relative importance of each of the following as a goal 
..y ^or this course. Circle one per line. > - luwmy a* a goai 



•*^st iHipoirtant I 

■:T|.| 5 NA 



Least 



32|^^,i6*' 7 ' 7 3^ Job preparation; to prepare for a new or different 



Tin : :^ •. job 



3l||0 8( 9 8 34 Job advancement; to update job skills or work for' ' 
. *. a promotion. " ' ( 

17. 9 10 10 13 42. To earn a cre.dential, a degree W certificate. 

44 xe 18 1 4 17 To l2arn for its. own sake; for Interest in the subject. 

Seltility!'""* °*^T' ^° 



37 14 13 6 8 23 
28 9 6. 9 13 36 



To deveTop a, hobby or for recreational purposes; 
leisure activity. ^ r r » 



13. 5 IL 4 12 54 



Haalth. physical well-being or safety. 

21 10 16 "i 10 42 f^oi" the betterment of home and family. 

17 10 17 "6" 7.43 To Contribute toward conmunity development or other 
. ^ . . social concerns. 



j^'^^^itie?? *° you of each of the rollowing instruction- , 

3lmy,r|.nt^east 

3 0 18 Select course content and materials. 

10 37 Follow Coltege-adopted course outline. ' 
2,118 Organize course.materials. 

3* 2 20 ' Determine appropriate level of difficulty in content 
I . of material*;. 

30 19 17 9 4 21' ^ Develop clearly written statement of course objectives, 
, measurement techniques, standards of performance, 
instructor expeetations .and course requirements. 

•Evaluate stuc(ents in methods congruent with course . 
objectives and raquirements. 

.87 S'-^ 
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INSTRUCrOR SURVEY AND PERCENT^E RESPONSES 

- SS!f'^*J^ j^^^'S^ initiated a Program Improvement Plan to beCter ' 
-?jn*«S! of our College District. This survey, which ls a part of 

- ;lSf2l*"* provide infomation to college planners considering future . 
? k2 SS'SI??''?!!* Infonna^ioH you give wfll be treated confidentially 

IhJ rrl!g?li%^^ 'l^*"'^ participation and help^n 

^* ji!*!!*!"^^"*® the relative importance of each of the foil owing* as" a goal 
for. this course, Cii^:le one Der.li»;e; \ ^ « ywai . 

St 

Job prepa^tiorf; to prepare for a; new or di^f&rfnt , 

Job advancement; to update job skills or work for 

a promotion. ^ 

To elarn a credential, a degree or certificate^^ ' 
To learn for its own sake; for interest in" the 'subject^ 

creltf "t^^^"* ^""^ deve^o^ 'pne''^ 





1 


Important I 

3 4 5 NA 


32 


8 


10 


7 


• 7 


36 


31 


10 


8 


9 


8 

* 


34 


'17 


9 


10 


10 


13 


42 


44 


16 


18 


1 


4 


17 


37 


14^ 


iS 


6 


.8 


23. 


28 


' 9 


6 


9 


13 


36 


13 


5 


li 


4 


12 


54 


il 10 


16 


1 


10 


42 


17 


10 


17 


6 




43 



creatfvity. 

To develop a hobby or for recreation? ; purposes; 
leisure activity: , -a 

Health, physical well-being or safety. * 

For the betterment of home and family. 

To contribute toward conmunity development or other 
social cortcerns. ' - » 

■ rilJJed^SaiJniS? yoJof each of the following instruction, 



Select course content and materials. 
Follow College-adopted course outline. 
Organize. course materials. 

Determine appropriate level of difficulty in cotftent - 
of. materials.- 

Develop clearly written statenwnt of course objectives, 
ineasurement techniques, standards of performance, 
instructor expectations and conrst requ'trements. 

- Evaluate students in methods congruent with course.- 
'FRir objectives and requirements. 

. • *- • 87 - _ 







^or^nt^Least 


63 10 


6 


3 0*18 


6 20 


19 


8 10 37 


49 22 


'9 


2 1 18 


34 30 


12 


3 2 20 


30 19 


17 


9 4 21 


'3? 14 


19 


3 4 20 
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INSTRUCTOR SURVEY 

Most- impnntaat Least 
; 1 2 3 4 5 NA- ' 

55 14 8 4 2 17 



Plan -course to accommodate a variety of student 
abilities -Tdnthinterests. 



IP.: 



65 12 3 2 0 17 ' Demonstrate helpfulness to students in reaching aiurse 

objectives. • * ( 

65 14 '3 2 0 16 Demonstrate interest in student success. 

Ill* Please describe the regular frequency with which you perform the following: 

Usual l>v frequency Seldom v 

' " ' In pianmng courses, i use inTormation gained from: 

• / 23 31 13 3 6 24 , 1. Student evaluGtions ^ 
20 19 14 11 . 3 32 ^ 2.. Colleagues 



11 10 12 '7'i2 48 " Coordinator evaluations * - * ^ 

22 14 16 5 6 37 Initially I obtain 'Itiformation from the students' on 
• • - their educational goals and I ^conduct end-of-term 

y ' assessments and/o»« student follow-up surveys to 

determine the .effectiveness of my courses in helping 
students reach their educational goals. 

^1 1^ 10 3 2 39 ^ End-of-term measurements Indicate that 70% or more 

' of students enrolled in my courses met the performance. 

_ objectives of the course. - ^ 

29 16 10 4. .3 43 ' End-of-term measurements indicate that 50% or more 
' • . of '^^^ students in my classes performed at their 

highest potential/ability. 

60 17 4 0 1 18^ .1 recommend Chertieketa Community College to people. 

66 8 3 1 2 21 I would like to' teach at Chemeketa Community College 

^..^ in the future. , • 

IV.' Please describe. the iiistructiohal method(s) 'you have used in this course. 

Most us'ed Least' . 

. 11 22 23 a 16 21 Lectur^ Method ' 
' 30 27 11 8 5 19 Lecture and discussion 
38 13^ 9 1 3 36 Laboratory, workshop and s.tudio demonstration 
,43 8^0 J 4 29 Individualized instruction; working at your own pace 

or on your own project. 
6 7 6 3 5 73 ' rWork experierrce; on the job training or internship. 

23 15.14 5 8 36 Competency-based instruction (demonstration of mastery 
^ ^ ' of-orre skill or concept, then, moving on to another). 
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V- Please indicate the relative importance of -each of the Tallowing in helping 
\ y6u to be your most effective in this class (le^t column). Then please 
describe the degree to which each is present in this, class (right column^. 

Ideal Situation , Current Situation 

Most Important Least . Most Prpsftnt Leas^ 

1 2 3 • 4 5 NA I 2 3 4 5 HA 

, . . ^Support from competent administrators, 

31 19 20 3 4 22. Eager students ^ 25 21 20 ^ Tla 

65 16 3. 0 0 16 Adequate instructional materials. . 38^2x77" 5 2 20 ' 
^ 46 22 10 0 2 20 Adequate facilities for instruction, 25 23 21 4 .5 22 
48 24 10, 1 0 17' Diverse student ab.ilitie^s & interests, 33 14 25 4 3 20 
,ii 14 17 6 10 22. Infonnation about college procedures, 23 19 is 5 6 23 
1-8 M 20 3 8 37 Information about course requirements. 23 7 .7 3^, 

21 23 11 3 10 33 Knowledge of colkge expectations of n 23 13 9 9 36 

part-time teachers. ^ ^ 
26 17 13 6 7 30 Feelings of belonging/identification 13 is 19 7 9 34 
\ with the college* 

23 20 20 .5 9 23 An understanding of my ro^le in the ^7 21 . 9 13 26 

coninunity college. '"^V 

28.19 20 3 9 21 Interaction w.ith other part-time is 26 8 6 23 { 

teachers at the colleg?^ " ' . 

14 19 ir 8 12 32 Staff development oppotv - are 55 ^5 17 23 34 
^ ' relevant to my needs. ? ' * 

17 19 14 4.10 3d ^taff development opportunities are n 5 15 15-15 39 

scheduled flexibly; 

20 13 15 5- 5 42 Adequate information about staff 5 1 19 , 5 12 45 

\. development opportunities, 

16 23. 17 4 7 34 / Staff development opportunities that 13- 13^13 9 15 37 
^ • are followed up well by my^ coordinator : 

and me. . 
y,' ^ ■ Adequate instructional facilities for 

,20 11 16 6 7 40 ^ 12 5 16 9 16 43 

this course, • " . 

47 23 4 ,1 \2 23 Adequate student support services such 20'o 19-3 5 23 

as Learning Center, tutors, bookstore, 
counseling and advising, 
ic lo o A^ Adepuat^ communication with your 

26 15 13 2 '3 41 r / 14. 12 13 6 i: 43 

. * immediate supervisor. 
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1/1, Please'describe the support services you consider preferred for your ideal 
^ program (left column) and describe the availability of support services to 
your current program (right column). 
Ideal Program 



-jinc^f .Prpfprred Least 

1 ' ? ^ 4 5 NA 



37 17 13 
32 20 10 
23 '12 12 
11 10 'l4' 

, 7 14 13 
7' '4-8. 
23 16 10 
17 9 12 
6 9 15 
6 10 10 
17 5 
0 14 
3 3 8 



4 2 26 
3 3 31 
: 5 42 
7"l3 44 

7 15 14 
3 7 70 

7 5 40 

5 7 50 

8 10 53 

9 7 57 
3 10 73 
3 17 74 

6 16 64 



Registration 
.business Office 

Library/Learning Resource Center 
Bookstore facilities 

s 

D^a Processing for management* 
Printing for program needs 
Secretarial/Clerical ' 
Counsel ing for students 
Advising foi s .udents 
Oob placement for students 
Child Care for students 
Tutoring for stiidents 
Activities for students 



Current Program ' 

Most Available Least 

1 2 3 4. 5 NA,. 



31 26 6 

20 16 14 
19 20 13 

21 12 20 

10 3 6 
30 18 11 

19 17 12 

22 7 14 

20 8 11 

7 10 8 

10 '5.5 

11 10 7 

8 5 10 



3 
4 

3 
3 

5 
2 
,3 
5 

6 
3 
2 
4 



3 30 
5 41 

4 n , 

5 38 

8 -67 
2 37 

1 48 

2 50 

2 53 

•4 67 

.6 72 

9 5B 



4 11 61 



THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP 



UNIVERSITY OF CALIF. 
• LOS ANGELES' ' 

MAR 3 i 1978 



/ 



CLEARINGHOUSE FOR 
- • 'WNIOR COLLEGES 
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90 



93 



1 2 3 


4 


5 


NA 


18 29 29 


12 


6 




35 12-29 


^ 0 


18 


6 


*6 29 24 


6 


24 


12 


24 29 35 


0 


6 


6 


29 29 35 


0 


6 


0 


24 41 18 


6 


6 


6 


12 29 47 


6 


' 0 


6 


'b 47 41 


6 


0 


0 


6 *41 41 


12 


0 


y 
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ADMINISTRATIVE" SURVEY AND . PERCENTAGE RESPONSES 

■■ • ■ ■ » 

Cheneketa Coiwminlty College has initiated a Program Improvement Plan to better 
serve the citizens of our College. District. This survey^ wi.ich is a part of 
that plan, wiTl provide information to college planners considering future 
college programs. The information you give will be treated confidentially and 
yqu will- remain anonymous. Thank you for your parti cipati or and help in the 
Program Improvement Plan. 

- • • . . . ' . 

Please read the response headings carefully. Mar#one response per line 
Indlcdting your rating. Where used One = a high, rating; Five = a low rating; 
iNA-s^not-appllcable-^to you. -If you have questions,' pleace ask the person dis- 
tributing the "survey for help. . . 

I. As you planned your course offerings, how important did you consider each 

of the foil owing. goals of education in selecting which courses you offered? 

Host ImDortaht : Least ^ : ' 

Job preparation; to prepare for a new or different job. 

Job advancement; to updHe job skills'or wojrk for a 
promotion^ \ 

To earn d credential; to earn a degree or .Certificate. 

To learn for its own sake; for interest in the subject. 

To learn' about oneself and others; psychology or - 
interpersonal relations. To develop one's creativity^ 

To develop a hobby or for re eational purposes; 
leisure activity/ 

Healthy physical well-being or safety. 

For the betterment of home^fijd family 

To contribute toward cornmunity development or other • • 
social concerns. .. .. 

« 

II. Please indicate the relative importance of each of the following in your 
ideal program (on the left), and the ^ exi stence of each in your current 
program (on the right). 

Ideal Program ' ^ ' ' Current Program 

. Ijosj ^fnDjrt|nt^^^east * Most ^ImDortant,^ Least 

53 35 0 12 0 0 up-to-date course outlines are avail- 6 29-35 24 6 o . 
, • able. •• <- • " 

35 41 6 12 6 ^0 Course oiTtlines contain objectives, that o 6 41 35 12 6 

are measurable in terms of.stiident learn- ' ' 

ing. 

. .24-47 18" 6 6 .0 T^^r^ ^ P'"^cess for -Systematic . ^ ^2 12 47 29 0 

. .review of course outlines for appropnat- 
'ness of content and objectives. 



Er|c *' ~ 91 



9<1 
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ADMINISTRATIVE SURVEY 

III. Please Indicate the importance of each k^ri ot information (left scale) 
and the availability of the data tp you in the right scale. 

Most Important Least " ' 'Most Available Least 

1 . 2 3 4 r.NA ^ ^ T-zr^ isA 

47 35 12 6 0 0 Data gathered from students shows that 6 6 47 12 29 6 ■ 
; : . ' courses I manage enable students to ' 

• me'et their educational goals and pursue ' * - 
their interests. . ^ 

2q'sT 13 "fi n n Data gathered -from students show, that . . . . 

29 53 12 6 0 0 ^.oy^ses I n,anage meet student's expec- 0 is 65 6 6 6 



tations. 

Data Gathered from students show that . 
^ 47 18 24 0 12 0- ^JiJgl"^ ^^nage encourage their further 6 24 24 24- 18 6 

participation in .education. 

18 41 0 0 6 35 ■ Data show that 70%, of the courses have ^2 ^4 12 0 4i 
< -an acceptable student end- of course 

^ • retention rate, which, is' , % of . 

< 'the students enrc^Ued at the end of 

the 4th week. (PUase fill in the . 

35 29 18 6 6 6 Data show that 85% or mcre of the ' 3529 0 i2 12 12 

classes I schedule attract enough 
students for tjiem to "go". 

35 24 24 6 0 12 End-of-term student assessipents indi- ^2 24 le 18 6 24 
. cate that instruction in 85% or more 
of the classes I manage are'per.fop- 
mance oriented. . ' 

c 

IV. Please indicate your perceptions o'f\he part-time- instructors w which 
yo'i work., ' ' . • 



/ 



Ul^st Frequent Least' \y 

I have little difficulty .recruiting personnel who Wt 
teacher qualification requirements." 



1 2- 3 4 & ;JA 

6 29 29 6 18 12 



P 18 59 6 6 12 

35 41 12 0 ' 0 12 
24 41 24 0 0 42 



Instructors I hire seek help/feedback in becoming • 
more effective teachers. 

Instructors I supervise demonstrate concern for students. 
Instructors I h-ire.are effective teachers ol aduK.. 




V. Please indicate £he relative importance, of the fo'llowing in helping you 
be your most effrc^^e -as a manager. . . 

Ideal Program \^ ' " ' ' * . ^"''';ent Program • . 

Most Important Least \,. . ^""^''^'^^^'^ 
1 2 3 4 5 NA /^jgquat^x information fpr planning. 

59 29 0 6 6 0 ,^ \ • *^ 0 24 '.9 18 0' 0 

6 71 6-12 6 0 Effective h\rm procedures. Jo 4i 35 24 o o • 

' 53 35 6 6 o'o Adequate poolV qualified instructors, q 29 3S 12 la 6- 
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ADMiNISTRATIVE SURVEY 



4fi 



VI. 



Most Important Least 



1 2.34 

59 29 6 6 
53 35 0 12 



NA 
0 

0 



59 18 12 6 0 6 



59 24 12 . e 0 0 



65 IB 6 0 
24 59 12 0 
41 12 24 18 
41-24 12 6 
41' 35 12 6 



6 
6 
^0 



6 
0 
6 



0 18 
0 3 



Budget/financial resources. 

Physical facilities .appropriate for 
your program; 

Adequate procedurtu for implementing 
new course ideas • 

Adequate information 'on teacher effec- 
tiveness. 

Support from administration: 

Immediate supervisor, 
.Dean 
^.resident 

Adequate. training in "^lanagement skills. 

Staff development; opportunities for 
developing s^kills abilities. , . 



Most Imp ortant Least 

1 2 3 • 4 5 ,NA 

6 18 3^ 12 18 12 
6 18 53 0 18 6 



/^24 



6 41-2 



6.0 71 24 



0 0 



0 

0^ 



41,29 18 6 
le 65 \2 
18 35 2^ 1? 
18 35 29 0\ 0 18 
6 29 47l 6 6 6 



0 5 e 



Please describe the support services you consider preferred for your ideal 
program (left column) and describe the availability of support services to 
your- current program (riaht column). ^ : - - " , 



'Ideal 


Program - 


Most_Ereferred Least 




4 


5 NA 


59 ?4 li 


6 


0 0 


47 41 12 


. 0 


0 0 » 


24 41 24 


6 


0* 6 


29 47 12 




0 0 


35 53 6 


6 


P 0 


41 41 18 


0 


0 0 


59 24 18 


0 


0 0 


59 24 12 


0 


6 0 


41*41 18 


0 


tf - 0 > 


12' 35 24 


8 


6 18'. * 

•* 


6 29 24 


12 


24 6 ' 


12 41 24 


12 


0 12 


.0 6 35 


12 


35 li 



Registratior. 

Business Office ^ ' 

Libjr:ary/Learning Resourpe .Center 

Bookstore facilities - 

J)ata Procfessing for management • 

Printing for -program needs' 

Secretarial/Clerical ' 

Counseling for students. ' 

Advising for students- 

Job placement for students 

Child Care for stud^n^ts ^ ; 

* ' ^ 
T';tC(ir.g for students 

Activities for students > 



TH^NK YOU FQR YOUR HELP 



Current' Program- -) 

Most Ava 1.1 able Leas* 

1 2 3. ^4 . 5- -NA ' 



6 24 53 12 6 
12 41 35 6 0 
'6 24 47 12 6 
< 6 47 35* 6-6 

0 35 47 12. 6 

0 24 65 12 0 
29 24 29 6 -6 
19 47 18 " 6 12 

6:41 29 24 .0 



0 
6 
6 

0 

-6 
P 

0% 



^0 

b 



f 12 -24 35 29 
6 6 59.- 24 
.6 1^* 35-29 .18 

^.12 24 35 24 
\ 



